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Executive  Summary 


This  report  presents  the  results  of  the  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act 
(CERFA)  investigation  conducted  by  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation  (TETC)  at  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant,  a  U.S.  Government  property  selected  for  closure  by  the  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  Commission  under  Public  Laws  100-526  and  101-510.  Under 
CERFA  (Public  Law  102-426),  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  identify  real  property  that  can 
be  immediately  reused  and  redeveloped.  Satisfying  this  objective  requires  the  identification  of 
real  property  where  no  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products,  regulated  by  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA),  were 
stored  for  one  year  or  more,  known  to  have  been  released,  or  disposed. 

The  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  a  2,187-acre  site  (more  or  less)  located  in  Talladega 
County,  Alabama,  approximately  5  miles  north  of  Childersburg,  Alabama.  The  installation’s 
primary  mission  was  to  manufacture  explosives.  Activities  associated  with  the  property  that 
have  environmental  significance  are  the  former  manufacturing  of  explosives,  the  recycling  of 
spent  acids,  and  the  disposal  of  wastes  resulting  from  these  operations.  The  facility  is  on  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency’s  National  Priorities  List. 

TETC  reviewed  existing  investigation  documents;  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(USEPA),  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky,  and  county  regulatory  records;  environmental  data 
bases;  and  title  documents  pertaining  to  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  during  this 
investigation.  In  addition,  TETC  conducted  interviews  and  visual  inspections  of  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant  as  well  as  visual  inspections  and  data  base  searches  for  the  surrounding 
properties. 

Information  in  this  CERFA  Report  was  current  as  of  April  1994.  This  information  was  used 
to  divide  the  installation  into  four  categories  of  parcels:  CERFA  Parcels,  CERFA  Parcels  with 
Qualifiers,  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels,  and  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels,  as  defined  by  the 
Army. 

The  total  BRAC  property  acreage  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  2,187  acres.  Areas 
of  the  facility  that  have  no  history  of  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substance  or  petroleum 
product  release,  disposal,  or  storage  are  categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels.  TETC  determined  that 
approximately  1,279  acres  of  the  2,187-acre  property  fall  within  the  CERFA  Parcel  category, 
predominantly  in  the  northwestern  and  southeastern  part  of  the  installation. 

Areas  of  the  facility  that  had  no  evidence  of  such  release,  disposal,  or  storage,  but  contained 
hazards  not  regulated  by  CERCLA  (such  as  asbestos,  radon  gas,  lead-based  paint,  unexploded 
ordnance,  radionuclides,  or  not  in-use  equipment  containing  polychlorinated  biphenyl)  were 
categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  Approximately  6  acres  of  the  installation  were 
identified  as  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers. 


Areas  of  the  facility,  for  which  there  is  a  history  of  release,  disposal,  or  storage  for  one  year 
or  more  of  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  or  had  a  release  of 
hazards  identified  above  were  categorized  as  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels.  Nine  hundred  and 
two  (902)  acres  of  installation  property  are  identified  as  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels. 

Areas  on  the  facility  that  will  be  retained  by  the  Federal  Government  or  that  have  already  been 
transferred  by  deed  are  categorized  as  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels.  None  of  the  property  was 
identified  as  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels. 

The  primary  objective  of  CERFA  is  satisfied  by  the  identification  of  CERFA  Parcels  and 
CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  As  a  result,  concurrence  has  been  sought  from  the  regulatory 
agencies  on  these  two  categories  of  parcels.  This  CERFA  Report  has  been  reviewed  by  the  U.S. 
Army  Environmental  Center  (USAEC),  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Region  IV  USEPA, 
and  the  Alabama  Department  of  Environmental  Management.  Comments  from  these 
organizations  have  been  incorporated  into  this  final  report.  Any  unresolved  issues  from  the 
regulatory  agencies  are  identified. 

This  report  contains  maps  that  summarize  the  categorization  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition 
Plant  on  the  basis  of  the  above  definitions.  This  Executive  Summary  should  be  read  only  in 
conjunction  with  the  complete  CERFA  Report  for  this  installation.  The  CERFA  Report  provides 
the  relevant  environmental  history  to  substantiate  the  parcel  categorization.  This  report  does  not 
address  other  property  transfer  requirements  that  may  be  applicable  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  nor  does  it  address  natural  resource  considerations  such  as  the  threat 
to  plant  or  animal  life. 


1 .0  Introduction 


This  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report  for  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant  was  prepared  by  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation  (TETC)  under  Contract 
No.  DAAA15-91-0009,  Delivery  Order  0010,  for  the  U.S.  Army  Environmental  Center 
(USAEC),  Base  Closure  Division.  The  purpose  and  scope  of  the  work  are  presented  in  this 
section.  The  sources  used  to  conduct  the  investigations  for  the  CERFA  Report  are  identified  in 
Section  2.  Background  information  for  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  provided  in 
Section  3.  CERFA  investigation  results  are  discussed  in  Section  4.  Finally,  Section  5  includes 
maps  that  provide  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  boundaries,  land  transfers,  and  delineate 
the  parcels  of  the  installation  according  to  CERFA  Parcel  identification  requirements. 

1.1  Purpose  and  Scope 


Public  Laws  100-526  and  101-510  designated  more  than  100  Army  facilities  for  closure  and 
realignment.  As  a  result,  it  became  necessary  to  expedite  the  environmental  investigation  and 
cleanup  process  prior  to  the  release  and  reuse  of  Army  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC) 
property.  The  BRAC  environmental  restoration  program  was  established  with  the  first  round 
of  base  closures  (BRAC  88)  and  continued  with  subsequent  rounds  (BRAC  91,  BRAC  93,  etc.). 
The  BRAC  program  is  similar  to  the  Army’s  Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP),  but  it  has 
been  expanded  to  include  such  categories  of  contamination  as  asbestos,  radon,  polychlorinated 


biphenyls  (PCBs),  and  others  that  are  not  normally  addressed  under  the  IRP. 


Normally,  the  first  step  in  the  BRAC  environmental  restoration  program  was  the  preparation  of 
Enhanced  Preliminary  Assessments  (PAs).  However,  an  Enhanced  PA  was  not  conducted  at 
Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  because  sufficient  information  was  available  from  documents 
generated  from  previous  environmental  investigations. 


In  October  1992,  Public  Law  102-426,  CERFA,  amended  Section  120(h)  of  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  and  established  new 
requirements  for  contamination  assessment  and  regulatory  agency  notification/concurrence  for 
Federal  facility  closures.  CERFA  requires  the  Federal  Government  to  identify  property  where 
no  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  were  stored,  released,  or 
disposed  before  ending  activities  on  real  property  owned.  The  Government’s  assessment  of  a 
facility  as  uncontaminated  must  be  concurred  with  by  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies  (U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  [USEPA]  on  National  Priorities  List  bases  and  the  State  on 
non-National  Priorities  List  bases).  The  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  placed  on  the 
National  Priorities  List  in  1987.  These  requirements  retroactively  affect  the  Army  BRAC  88 
and  BRAC  91  environmental  restoration  activities  and  are  being  implemented  at  BRAC  93  sites 
concurrently  with  their  Enhanced  PAs.  The  primary  objective  of  CERFA  is  that  Federal 
agencies  expeditiously  identify  real  property  that  can  be  rapidly  reused  and  redeveloped. 


(However,  CERFA  does  not  mandate  that  the 


Army  transfer  real  property  so  identified.) 
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TETC  was  awarded  the  task  to  identify  real  property  where  no  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous 
substances  or  petroleum  products  were  stored,  released,  or  disposed  at  12  BRAC  88  sites.  This 
report  presents  the  findings  of  this  CERFA  response  for  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant, 
Talladega  County,  Alabama. 

The  original  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  divided  into  three  major  areas:  the 
leaseback  area,  the  General  Services  Administration  area,  and  the  industrial  area.  The  majority 
of  the  General  Services  Administration  area  is  referred  to  as  Area  A;  the  industrial  area  is 
referred  to  as  Area  B.  Both  the  leaseback  area  and  Area  A  were  sold;  Area  B  remains  under 
U.S.  Army  ownership  and  is  referred  to  in  this  report  as  the  BRAC  property.  The  National 
Priorities  List  site  includes  both  Area  A  and  Area  B. 

1.2  Definition  of  Terms 

The  following  definitions  are  used  to  categorize  and  label  parcels  identified  on  the  installation: 

★  CERFA  Parcel  --  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for  which 
investigation  reveals  no  evidence  of  storage  for  one  year  or  more,  release,  or 
disposal  of  CERCLA  hazardous  substances,  petroleum,  or  petroleum  derivatives 
and  no  evidence  of  being  threatened  by  migration  of  such  substances.  CERFA 
Parcels  include  areas  where  PCB-containing  equipment  is  in  operation,  but  there 
is  no  evidence  of  release.  CERFA  Parcels  also  include  any  portion  of  the 
installation  which  once  contained  related  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues 
including  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO)  located  on  firing  ranges  or  impact  areas, 
radon,  stored  (not  in-use)  PCB-containing  equipment,  asbestos  contained  within 
building  materials,  and  lead-based  paint  applied  to  building  material  surfaces,  but 
which  have  since  been  fully  remediated  or  removed. 

★  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifier(s)  -  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for 
which  investigation  reveals  no  evidence  of  storage  for  one  year  or  more,  release, 
or  disposal  of  CERCLA  hazardous  substances,  petroleum,  or  petroleum 
derivatives  and  no  evidence  of  being  threatened  by  migration  of  such  substances. 
Parcel  does  however  contain  related  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues 
including  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO)  located  on  firing  ranges  or  impact  areas, 
radon,  radionuclides  contained  within  products  being  used  for  their  intended 
purposes,  asbestos  contained  within  building  materials,  lead-based  paint  applied 
to  building  material  surfaces,  or  stored  (not  in-use)  PCB  containing  equipment. 

★  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel  -  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for 
which  investigation  reveals  evidence  of  a  release,  disposal,  or  storage  for  more 
than  one  year  of  a  CERCLA  hazardous  substance,  petroleum,  or  petroleum 
derivatives;  or  a  portion  of  the  installation  threatened  by  such  a  release  or 
disposal.  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  also  include  any  portion  of  the  installation 
where  PCB,  asbestos  containing  material,  lead-based  paint  residue,  or  any 
ordnance  has  been  disposed  of,  and  any  locations  where  chemical  ordnance  has 
been  stored.  Additionally,  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  include  any  areas  in 
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which  CERCLA  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  have  been  released 
or  disposed  of  and  subsequently  fully  remediated. 


★  CERFA-Excluded  Parcel  —  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  retained 
by  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  therefore  not  explicitly  investigated  for 
CERFA.  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels  also  include  any  portions  of  the  installation 
which  have  already  been  transferred  by  deed  to  a  party  outside  the  Federal 
Government,  or  by  transfer  assembly  to  another  Federal  agency. 

The  following  labels  are  used  in  conjunction  with  the  identified  parcels: 

★  P  =  CERFA  Parcel 

★  Q  =  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifier(s) 

★  D  =  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel 

★  E  =  CERFA-Excluded  Parcel 


Each  parcel  has  been  given  a  unique  number  to  which  the  appropriate  labels  are  attached.  For 
example,  4P  indicates  that  the  fourth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  category. 


The  presence  of  hazards  not  regulated  by  CERCLA  places  a  parcel  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  with 
Qualifier  category.  This  is  indicated  by  the  following  labels: 


★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 


A  =  Asbestos 
L  =  Lead-based  Paint 
P  =  PCB 
R  =  Radon 

X  =  Unexploded  Ordnance 
RD  =  Radionuclides 


For  example,  the  designation  5Q-L  indicates  that  the  fifth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  with 
Qualifiers  category  because  of  the  presence  of  lead-based  paint.  Similarly,  parcel  label  8Q-X/R 
indicates  that  the  8th  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifiers  category  because  of  the 
presence  of  unexploded  ordnance  and  radon. 


The  following  designations  are  used  to  indicate  the  type  of  contamination  or  storage 
present  in  a  parcel  that  has  been  placed  in  the  CERFA  Disqualified  category: 


★  PR  =  Petroleum  Release 

★  PS  =  Petroleum  Storage 

★  HR  =  Hazardous  Substance  Release 

★  HS  =  Hazardous  Substance  Storage 


For  example,  12D-HR  indicates  that  the  twelfth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Disqualified  category 
because  of  evidence  of  hazardous  substance  release. 
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For  all  parcels,  "(P)"  is  used  to  indicate  that  the  presence  of  a  contaminant  is  possible,  but  that 
data  are  unavailable  for  verification.  For  example,  9Q-A(P)  indicates  that  the  ninth  parcel  is  in 
the  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifiers  category  because  of  the  possible  presence  (unverified)  of 
asbestos-containing  material.  Similarly,  parcel  label  15D-HR/PS/A(P)  indicates  that  the  15th 
parcel  is  classified  as  a  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel  on  the  basis  of  evidence  of  a  hazardous 
substance  release  and  petroleum  storage.  It  may  also  have  asbestos-containing  material. 

1.3  Geographical  and  Environmental  Setting 

Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  located  5  miles  north  of  Childersburg  and  40  miles 
southeast  of  Birmingham.  Figure  1-1  presents  the  geographic  location  of  the  installation.  The 
installation  is  located  near  the  junction  of  the  Talladega  Creek  and  the  Coosa  River.  The  current 
boundaries  of  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  BRAC  property  encompass  a  total  area  of 
2,187  acres  that  are  surrounded  primarily  by  the  excessed  property,  farmland,  woodland,  and 
some  industrial  development. 

1.3.1  Physical  Setting 

Prior  to  the  construction  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  the  area  consisted  of  farms, 
woodlands,  and  wetlands.  No  natural  ponds  existed  on  the  installation  during  its  operation; 
however,  two  large  storage  lagoons  were  constructed  to  retain  industrial  wastes.  The  Army 
instituted  a  woodland  management  plan  following  closure  operations,  which  extensively  modified 
the  installation  by  allowing  for  the  planting  of  acres  of  controlled  pine  forest.  Currently,  much 
of  the  planted  pine  has  been  harvested,  and  reforestation  has  occurred  through  natural 
revegetation.  Extensive  wooded  swamp  and  open  pond  areas  have  developed  in  the  drainage 
systems  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  primarily  as  a  result  of  drainway  damming  by 
beavers. 

1.3.2  Surface  Water 

The  surface  drainage  systems  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  consist  of  natural  streams, 
artificially  created  ditches  and  impoundments,  and  low  areas  that  receive  and  accumulate  surface 
water.  Surface  water  runoff  from  the  installation  drains  either  west  or  southwest  into  the  Coosa 
River.  A  small  portion  of  the  southern  and  eastern  side  of  the  installation  drains  toward 
Talladega  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the  Coosa  River.  Small  natural  drainways  that  were  enlarged 
and  rerouted  to  provide  drainage  from  the  various  manufacturing  operations  include  the 
Crossover  Ditch,  the  Red-Water  Ditch,  and  the  Beaver  Pond  drainage  system.  These  systems 
account  for  approximately  65  percent  of  all  surface  drainage  systems. 

1.3.3  Geology  and  Soils 

The  dolomite  underlying  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  thick-  to  medium-bedded,  cherty, 
and  penetrated  by  numerous  cavities,  joints,  and  fractures.  The  dolomite  is  overlain  by  residual 
soil,  derived  from  it  by  weathering  processes.  This  soil  matrix  consists  primarily  of  clay,  with 
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Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Alabama 


some  silt,  sand,  and  occasional  chert  boulders,  and  varies  in  thickness  from  less  than  1  meter 
to  over  15  meters. 

1.3.4  Hydrogeology 

Groundwater  is  present  from  15  to  45  feet  below  ground  surface.  In  light  of  groundwater 
migration  rates  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  it  is  unlikely  that  contaminated 
groundwater  will  move  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  site.  Potable  groundwater  from  the 
dolomite  aquifer  of  the  Coosa  Valley  supplies  the  needs  of  the  communities,  homes,  farms,  and 
industries  around  the  installation.  The  majority  of  the  successful  wells  draw  water  from  solution 
cracks  and  cavities  in  the  dolomite.  A  few  wells  are  completed  in  the  residual  soil,  but  these 
wells  are  less  productive  than  those  drilled  into  the  dolomite.  An  estimated  700  people  rely  on 
groundwater  as  their  water  source. 
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2.0  Scope  of  Investigation 


The  scope  of  this  CERFA  investigation  followed  the  protocol  established  in  Public  Law  102-426 
supplemented  by  Department  of  Defense  Policy  on  the  Implementation  of  CERFA  dated  May 
19,  1993.  This  section  describes  the  sources  that  were  used  during  the  CERFA  investigation 
conducted  for  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  BRAC  property.  Relevant  information 
available  from  previous  environmental  studies  are  presented.  Findings  from  Federal,  State,  and 
local  government  regulatory  records,  installation  documents,  aerial  photographs,  and  personnel 
interviews  are  addressed.  The  visual  inspection  methods  used  during  the  site  survey  are 
identified. 

2.1  Existing  Documents 

Existing  investigation  documents  and  aerial  photographs  were  reviewed  to  evaluate  pertinent 
information  that  could  be  used  as  part  of  this  CERFA  Report.  These  documents  are  summarized 
below  and  listed  in  Appendix  A,  "Reference  List  for  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant." 
Primary  source  documents  containing  CERFA  criteria  information  are  summarized  in  Table  2-1 . 

2.1.1  Installation  Assessment  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Report  No.  130 
(May  1978) 

This  report  (which  consisted  of  a  records  search)  was  prepared  to  confirm  previously  known 
areas  of  contamination  and  to  determine  whether  other  (undocumented)  contaminated  areas  exist. 
It  concluded  that  areas  were  potentially  contaminated  with  chemical  and  explosive  manufacturing 
wastes,  including  trinitrotoluene,  dinitrotoluene,  trinitrophenyl  methylnitramide  (tetryl), 
smokeless  powders,  acid/organic  compounds,  and  heavy  metals;  that  excess  contaminated  surface 
water  may  migrate  during  inclement  weather;  and  that  the  installation  was  potentially 
contaminated  with  lead  compounds  that  spread  when  buildings  were  demolished  by  burning. 

2.1.2  Environmental  Survey  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  (July  1981) 

The  objective  of  the  survey  was  to  determine  the  extent  of  contamination  resulting  from  past 
activities.  The  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  divided  into  three  major  areas.  The 
industrial  area  was  the  central  portion  of  the  plant  used  in  the  production  of  high  explosives. 
The  leaseback  area  included  the  nitrocellulose  and  smokeless  powder  production  lines  and 
associated  facilities.  The  remainder  of  the  installation  was  identified  as  the  General  Services 
Administration  area  and  includes  the  former  plant  administration  facilities,  storage  and  shipping 
facilities,  the  magazine  area,  the  cannon  range,  and  the  small  arms  ballistics  range. 

Sampling  and  analysis  of  groundwater,  surface  water,  sediments,  soils,  buildings,  and  industrial 
sewers  were  conducted.  Explosives-related  contaminants  were  detected  in  all  environmental 
matrices,  including  the  groundwater  in  the  center  of  the  explosives  manufacturing  area. 
Sampling  found  no  evidence  of  contamination  in  the  surface  drainage  beyond  the  boundaries  of 
Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  Principal  organic  contaminants  were  trinitrotoluene,  tetryl, 
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Table  2-1 

Summary  of  Exploratory  Environmental  Survey  And  Remedial 
Investigation,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Talladega 

•  County,  Alabama 


CERFA  Label 

Environmental  Survey  (July  1981)  Remedial  Investigation 

Asbestos 

Found  asbestos  in  soils,  identified  locations, 
and  estimated  quantities. 

Not  within  the  scope  of  this  investigation. 

Lead-based  paint 

Not  within  the  scope  of  this  investigation. 

Not  within  the  scope  of  this  investigation. 

Polychlorinated 

biphenyls 

Identified  and  sampled  3  potential  PCB  sites 
and  found  no  indication  of  PCB 
contamination. 

Not  addressed  in  this  report. 

Radon 

Not  within  the  scope  of  this  investigation. 

Not  within  the  scope  of  this  investigation. 

Unexploded  ordnance 

No  unexploded  ordnance  activities  identified 
in  site  activities. 

Not  within  the  scope  of  this  investigation. 

1 

Radionuclides 

No  information  available  concerning 
radioactive  materials. 

Not  within  the  scope  of  this  investigation. 

Petroleum 

release/disposal 

No  releases  or  disposal  of  petroleum 
products  identified. 

Not  addressed  in  this  report. 

Petroleum  storage 

Underground  storage  tanks  not  addressed  in 
this  report. 

Underground  storage  tanks  not  addressed  in 
this  report. 

Hazardous  substance 
release/disposal 

Confirmed  contamination  of  sediments, 
soils,  sewers,  and  groundwater  from 
hazardous  materials/release.  Identified  most 
serious  problems  in  Industrial  Area  (BRAC 
property). 

Quantified  the  extent  of  contamination  in 
soil,  groundwater,  surface  water,  and 
sediments. 

Hazardous  substance 
storage/disposal 

Storage  activities  had  ceased  at  the  time  of 
this  report  and  many  of  the  buildings  had 
been  demolished.  No  records  were  available 
identifying  previous  storage  areas. 

Not  addressed  in  this  report. 

Key:  CERFA 

PCB 

BRAC 

=  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act 

=  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls 

=  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
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2,2-dinitrotoluene,  and  1 ,3, 5 -trinitrobenzene.  Lead  and  asbestos  contamination  was  also  detected 
in  the  soils.  Many  of  the  buildings  that  remained  standing  contained  asbestos  with  trace  levels 
of  nitrocellulose  contamination  and/or  high  explosive  residues.  The  industrial  sewer  system  was 
also  identified  as  contaminated  with  nitroaromatic  materials,  explosives,  and  propellants. 


2.1.3  Confirmatory  Environmental  Survey,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Final  Report 
(June  1983) 

The  survey  was  conducted  to  determine  the  extent  of  contamination  and  contaminant  migration 
related  to  the  production  and  disposal  of  explosive  compounds.  Sampling  activities  were  based 
on  the  results  of  the  Environmental  Survey.  Soils,  sediments,  and  groundwater  in  the  southern 
and  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas  were  found  to  be  contaminated  with 
nitroaromatic  compounds.  No  significant  amounts  of  nitroaromatic  compounds  were  found  in 
other  manufacturing  and  disposal  areas  that  were  investigated.  The  deeper  groundwater  was  not 
significantly  contaminated.  Nitroaromatic  contaminant  migration  was  found  in  the  shallow 
groundwater  but  was  not  believed  to  reach  the  installation  boundary.  Any  nitroaromatic 
contamination  reaching  the  western  installation  boundary  would  be  diluted  below  regulatory 
limits  in  the  Coosa  River. 


2.1.4  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  Remedial  Investigation  Final  Report  ( July  1986) 


The  Remedial  Investigation  Report  presented  the  hydrologic  conditions  of  the  site  and  quantified 
the  extent  of  contamination  in  soil,  groundwater,  surface  water,  sediments,  and  underground 
process  lines.  The  Remedial  Investigation  survey  yielded  or  confirmed  the  following: 


★  No  significant  contaminant  migration  has  occurred  in  the  surface  or  groundwater 
as  a  result  of  past  industrial  activities  in  19  study  areas. 

★  Sediments  of  the  three  major  drainage  systems  (Beaver  Pond  drainage  system, 
Crossover  Ditch,  and  Red  Water  Ditch)  are  contaminated  with  nitroaromatic 
compounds. 

★  Runoff  from  the  spoil  piles  and  occasional  discharge  from  contaminated  sewer 
lines  present  the  potential  for  contaminate  migration  through  the  upstream  surface 
waters  of  the  Red  Water  Ditch. 

★  Nitroaromatic  contamination  exists  in  the  shallow  groundwater  beneath  the 
southern  and  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas. 


★ 


As  a  result  of  explosives  manufacturing  activities  and  subsequent  demolition  of 
buildings,  the  soils  of  the  southern  and  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing 
areas  and  the  old  burning  ground  and  sediments  of  the  Red  Water  Ditch  contain 
nitroaromatic  residues.  Contamination  detected  in  soil,  although  well  below  the 
maximum  levels  permitted  for  industrial  use,  was  identified  as  a  source  of 
groundwater  contamination. 
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★  All  soils  tested  for  reactivity  were  found  to  be  nonreactive. 

★  Extractable  lead  above  the  extraction  procedure  toxicity  limit  was  detected  in  soil 
at  the  lead  remelt  facility. 

★  Asbestos  materials  were  scattered  over  all  areas  where  buildings  were 
demolished.  The  sanitary  landfill  and  the  demolition  landfill  also  contained 
asbestos.  No  asbestos  was  found  to  be  migrating  through  surface  waters. 

★  Many  of  the  buildings  that  existed  at  the  time  of  the  study  were  contaminated 
with  low  levels  of  nitroaromatic  compounds. 

★  Beaver  Pond  Stream  was  contaminated  with  nitroaromatic  compounds  as  a  result 
of  groundwater  inflow;  however,  the  levels  of  contamination  in  the  stream  are 
below  those  requiring  remedial  action. 

2.1.5  Draft  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  for  Area  B,  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant  ( October  1990) 

The  Draft  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  was  prepared  to  fill  data  gaps 
in  the  Remedial  Investigation  for  Area  B  and  to  answer  concerns  identified  by  USEPA.  It 
covers  eight  study  areas  (propellant  shipping  area,  northern  and  southern  trinitrotoluene 
manufacturing  areas,  tetryl  manufacturing  area,  flashing  ground,  lead  remelt  facility,  rifle 
powder  finishing  area,  red  water  ditch,  and  the  crossover  ditch)  within  Area  B  that  were 
identified  by  USEPA  as  sites  requiring  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA) 
postclosure  action  under  Part  264,  Subpart  G.  During  the  investigation,  no  significant 
contamination  migration  was  found  to  be  occurring  in  the  shallow  or  deep  aquifers  of  the 
combined  (northern  and  southern)  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas.  At  the  flashing  ground, 
no  contamination  was  found  in  the  deep  aquifer;  contamination  in  the  shallow  aquifer  was 
confined  and  was  not  significantly  migrating.  No  detectable  concentrations  of  nitroaromatic 
compounds  or  tetryl  were  detected  in  the  surface  water  or  sediment  collected  from  the  Red 
Water  Ditch,  the  Crossover  Ditch,  and  the  Beaver  Pond  Drainage  System. 

2.1.6  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  of  the  Industrial  Sewer  System,  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant  (September  1991) 

This  report  defines  the  nature  and  extent  of  contamination  within  the  industrial  sewer  system  that 
served  the  four  former  production  areas-the  combined  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area,  tetryl 
manufacturing  area,  and  acid/organic  manufacturing  area.  On  the  basis  of  the  results  of  the 
Remedial  Investigation,  it  was  determined  that  soils,  ditch  sediments,  and  surface  water  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  sewer  lines  and  manholes  at  the  combined  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area  and 
the  tetryl  manufacturing  area  were  contaminated  to  various  degrees  by  nitroaromatic  compounds. 
The  Feasibility  Study  addressed  remediation  of  industrial  sewer  lines  and  manholes  in  these 
areas.  The  remedial  action  recommended  for  the  industrial  sewer  system  was  excavation,  on-site 
mobile  rotary  kiln  incineration,  and  offsite  landfilling. 
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2.1.7  Record  of  Decision,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Alabama  Stockpile  Soils  Area 
Operable  Unit  (December  1991) 

The  Record  of  Decision  presented  the  selected  remedial  action  for  the  Stockpile  Soils  Area 
Operable  Unit.  The  Operable  Unit  consisted  of  stockpiled  soil  in  Building  TC4B,  which  was 
roofed  with  a  concrete  slab  covered  with  an  impermeable  membrane.  The  document  states  that 
actual  or  threatened  release  of  hazardous  substances  from  this  site,  if  not  remediated,  may 
present  an  imminent  and  substantial  threat  to  public  health,  welfare,  or  the  environment.  The 
principal  threats  posed  by  the  stockpile  soils  were  from  explosives,  lead,  and  asbestos-containing 
material.  The  selected  remedy  consists  of  on-site  thermal  treatment  of  stockpile  soils,  on-site 
disposal  of  treated  soil,  and  on-site  or  offsite  disposal  of  asbestos-containing  material. 

2.1.8  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  for  Area  B,  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant,  Final  Baseline  Risk  Assessment  (April  1992) 

This  report  is  a  component  of  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  for  Area  B  of 
Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  The  purpose  of  the  Risk  Assessment  was  to  determine  the 
health  and  environmental  risks  associated  with  the  no-action  alternative.  The  risk  and  impact 
characterization  of  the  areas  included  in  the  quantitative  Risk  Assessment  indicates  that  none  of 
the  areas  pose  unacceptable  health  risks  or  impacts,  because  of  the  installation’s  current  caretaker 
status.  However,  based  on  future  industrial  use  of  the  installation  12  areas  may  pose 
unacceptable  human  health  risks  and/or  hazards.  The  future  residential  use  scenario  indicated 
13  areas  that  may  pose  unacceptable  human  health  risks  and/or  hazards  due  to  the  presence  of 
site-related  contaminants  in  one  or  all  of  the  media  sampled  (soil,  groundwater,  surface  water, 
and  sediment).  The  ecological  risk  evaluation  indicates  that  14  of  the  areas  may  have  adverse 
ecological  effects  under  each  of  the  three  scenarios. 

2.2  Federal,  State,  and  Local  Government  Regulatory  Records 

Information  regarding  permit  and  compliance  status,  enforcement  actions,  and  the  hazardous 
waste  generator  status  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  obtained  through  on-site  and 
telephone  interviews,  an  electronic  data  base  search,  and  record  reviews  at  various  Federal, 
State,  and  local  regulatory  agencies. 

Record  reviews  and  interviews  were  conducted  at  the  Alabama  Department  of  Environmental 
Management,  the  USEPA  Region  IV,  and  the  local  libraiy.  Federal  and  Army  records  made 
available  by  USAEC  and  the  installation  were  also  reviewed. 

The  electronic  data  base  search  of  Federal  and  State  records  resulted  in  a  Federal/State  Data 
Report  and  Map  containing  information  from  the  following  data  bases: 

★  National  Priorities  List 

★  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  Compensation,  and  Liability  Information 
System 

★  Toxic  Release  Inventory 


★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 

★ 


Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Information  System  Treatment,  Storage,  and 
Disposal  Facilities 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Information  System  Large  Quantity 
Generators 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Information  System  Small  Quantity 
Generators 

Civil  Enforcement  Docket 

Emergency  Response  Notifications  System 

Facility  Index  System 

Nuclear  Facilities 

Open  Dumps 

State  Registered  Underground  Storage  Tanks 
State  Landfills. 


The  search  encompassed  the  properties  within  a  2.75-mile  radius  from  the  center  of  the 
installation.  A  copy  of  the  data  base  search  results  are  included  in  Appendix  B.  A  summary 
of  relevant  regulatory  information  obtained  during  the  record  review  process  is  presented  below. 


2.2.1  Permits  and  Permit  Applications 


Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  deactivated  in  the  late  1940’s  (prior  to  the  passage  of 
environmental  regulations)  therefore,  no  permits  or  permit  applications  were  on  file  for  the 
installation  when  it  was  active.  The  only  activities  that  have  occurred  since  the  installation’s 
deactivation  are  demolition  and  disposal  activities. 


2.2.2  Inspection  Reports  and  Enforcement  Actions 

In  1980,  a  Notification  of  Hazardous  Waste  Activity  was  submitted  to  the  USEPA  in  accordance 
with  RCRA.  A  Notification  of  Hazardous  Waste  Site  was  submitted  to  USEPA  in  1981.  In 
1983,  an  EPA  Potential  Hazardous  Waste  Site  Identification  and  Preliminary  Assessment 
recommended  a  site  inspection.  No  further  documents  or  reports  were  found  in  Government 
files  except  for  the  report  for  a  site  inspection,  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  on  August  13,  1986.  The  site  inspection  was  made  by  the  Agency  for 
Toxic  Substances  and  Disease  Registry  to  determine  the  potential  health  threat  from  the  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant;  the  installation  was  placed  on  the  National  Priorities  List  in  1987.  The 
Federal  Facility  Agreement,  signed  by  the  Army,  USEPA,  and  the  Alabama  Department  of 
Environmental  Management  became  effective  in  March  1990. 


2.3  Interviews 


TETC  conducted  a  site  visit  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  on  September  27  through  29, 
1993,  to  collect  information  and  interview  individuals  associated  with  the  installation.  TETC’s 
team  included  Carol  Frye. 


Only  one  individual,  Mr.  Ron  Wynn,  was  interviewed  at  the  installation:  he  was  the  only 
individual  remaining  onsite.  Acting  as  caretaker,  he  provides  oversight  during  the  ongoing 
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remediation  efforts  and  closure  activities.  In  addition,  Carol  Frye  of  TETC  visited  regulatory 
agencies  in  Alabama  and  Georgia,  to  obtain  information  not  available  at  the  installation.  A 
complete  list  of  the  agencies  visited  or  contacted  and  the  people  interviewed  is  provided  in  Table 
2-2. 


Table  2-2 

List  of  Personnel  Interviewed,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition 
Plant,  Talladega  County,  Alabama 


Reference 

Name/Phone  Number 

Location 

Dates  of 
Employment 

Job  Position 

a 

Ron  Wynn 
(205)  378-5531 

Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant 

1971  -  present 

Caretaker/  Alabama 

Army  Ammunition  Plant 
Contact 

b 

C.H.  Cox 
(205)  260-2785 

Alabama  Department 
of  Environmental 
Management,  Special 
Project  Division 

1990  -  present 

Environmental  Engineer 

c 

Jim  Barksdale 
(404)  347-3016 

U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency, 
Region  IV 

Interviewee  declined  to  provide  information 

d 

Pat  Denenny 
(205)  271-7913 

Alabama  Department 
of  Environmental 
Management,  Land 
Division 

1992  -  present 

File  Clerk 

e 

Sam  McIntosh 
(205)  378-5541 

Kimberly-Clark 

Interviewee 
declined  to  provide 
information 

Team  Leader, 
Transportation  and 

Planning 

2.4  Visual  Inspections 


During  the  site  visit,  inspections  were  conducted  throughout  the  installation  and  at  adjacent 
properties.  The  purpose  was  to  confirm  findings  reported  in  previous  studies  and  information 
collected  through  interviews,  as  well  as  to  identify  new  areas  of  concern.  The  visual  inspection 
consisted  of  automobile  drive-through  and  walk-through  surveys  of  areas  in  which  CERCLA- 
regulated  and  nonregulated  substances  may  be  stored,  released,  or  disposed.  During  the  visual 
inspection,  contamination  sources  were  noted  and  leaks,  spills,  and  other  evidence  of  releases 
were  observed  and  quantified;  no  samples  were  collected. 


2.4.1  Inspection  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 


Evidence  was  gathered  regarding  current  or  past  contamination  with  the  following  substances: 
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Asbestos-containing  materials:  An  asbestos  survey  was  conducted  in  1981  and  reported  in  the 
Environmental  Survey.  The  removal  of  asbestos-containing  material  was  observed  at  buildings 
that  were  being  demolished. 

Lead-based  paint:  No  records  were  available.  An  inventory  of  all  buildings  present  at  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant,  along  with  the  date  of  construction,  was  obtained.  On  the  basis  that 
any  structure  constructed  prior  to  1978  contained  lead-based  paint,  it  was  concluded  that  lead- 
based  paint  is  present  in  all  remaining  buildings  on  the  installation. 


Polychlorinated  biphenyls:  The  Environmental  Survey  (July  1991)  identified  and  sampled  three 
potential  PCB  sites  and  found  no  indication  of  PCB  contamination.  The  survey  states  that  the 
transformer  oil  sampled  from  Budding  220-C  contained  no  detectable  PCBs.  In  1986,  the 
Remedial  Investigation  identified  additional  sites  where  pole  mounted  transformers  were  located. 
These  transformers  were  reported  as  being  removed  during  the  salvage  operations.  Downed 
utility  poles  were  observed  during  the  CERFA  visual  inspection  in  areas  that  did  not  appear  to 
coincide  with  those  identified  in  the  previously  mentioned  documents.  Twenty-nine  (29)  utility 
poles  were  recorded  during  the  CERFA  Site  Inspection  to  have  fallen  or  have  blown  down  since 
deactivation  of  the  installation,  and  the  associated  transformers  have  never  been  tested  for  the 
presence  of  PCBs.  In  some  instances,  the  transformers  attached  to  the  poles  broke  on  contact 
with  the  ground  and  their  contents  were  released.  During  the  visual  inspection,  black  stained 
soil  was  observed  at  one  of  the  downed  utility  poles,  no  vegetation  was  present. 

Radon:  A  radon  survey  has  never  been  conducted  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  No 
mention  of  radon  was  noted  in  any  of  the  documents. 

Unexploded  ordnance:  Information  obtained  from  previous  studies  is  used  to  confirm  that  no 
activities  involving  unexploded  ordnance  occurred  on  BRAC  property. 

Radionuclides:  According  to  the  Installation  Assessment  (Appendix  A,  Reference  1),  the 
Manhattan  Project  occupied  a  small  portion  of  the  installation  from  1943  to  1945.  Details  of 
the  operations  are  not  available  except  that  heavy  water  had  been  manufactured  at  the  site.  Of 
the  five  buildings  that  were  associated  with  the  Manhattan  Project,  only  Building  2180  remains; 
it  was  empty  during  the  CERFA  Site  Inspection.  No  radioactive  residues  were  found  during  the 
radiation  survey  of  1991. 

Petroleum  release  or  disposal'.  There  was  no  documentation  available  that  addressed  petroleum 
release  or  disposal. 

Petroleum  storage :  No  documentation  was  available  regarding  petroleum  storage  or 
underground  storage  tank  management.  According  to  the  caretaker,  all  underground  storage 
tanks  were  removed. 

Hazardous  substance  release  or  disposal:  Evidence  of  release  was  noted  during  the  CERFA 
investigation.  Utility  poles  had  fallen  onto  the  surface  of  the  ground.  Transformers  were 
damaged,  soil  was  stained,  and  all  vegetation  was  dead  in  the  immediate  area.  All  the 
environmental  documents  address  soil  contamination  within  the  Industrial  Area  B.  Each  of  the 


study  areas  contained  some  degree  of  soil  contamination.  Hazardous  waste  disposal  was 
addressed  in  all  the  environmental  investigations  at  the  installations.  There  were  no  records  of 
spill  incidences  because  such  occurrences  would  have  taken  place  prior  to  reporting 
requirements.  The  Red  Water  Ditch  carried  industrial  wastewater  to  treatment  facilities  located 
off  the  BRAC  property  as  confirmed  by  the  caretaker  and  as  mentioned  in  the  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Study  Reports.  All  the  reports  address  wastewater  discharges  occurring 
throughout  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  Investigation  of  groundwater  quality  was 
addressed  in  the  Environmental  Survey  and  in  each  subsequent  investigation.  The  Environmental 
Survey  identified  nitroaromatic  residues  in  the  water  table  aquifer  underlying  the  industrial  area. 

Hazardous  substance  storage:  Areas  and  buildings  used  to  store  pesticides  and  herbicides  were 
identified  by  the  caretaker  and  were  also  visually  inspected.  No  records  were  available 
identifying  hazardous  substance  storage  areas. 

2.4.2  Inspection  of  the  Adjacent  Property 

The  adjacent  property  was  inspected  visually.  This  included:  to  the  north,  a  small  industrial 
park  and  wooded  area);  to  the  east,  former  Area  A,  now  a  wildlife  management  and  research 
site;  to  the  south,  the  former  leaseback  area,  now  owned  by  Kimberly  Clark  Corporation;  and 
to  the  west,  undeveloped  property  bordering  the  Coosa  River.  Prior  to  the  site  visit,  a  data  base 
search  was  performed  for  the  area  adjacent  to  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  within  a  2.75- 
mile  radius  to  identify  small-  and  large-quantity  waste  generators,  underground  storage  tanks, 
and  leaking  underground  storage  tanks.  Both  Federal  and  State  data  bases  were  searched  (see 
Section  2.2  of  this  report).  Information  obtained  from  the  search  was  verified  through  visual 
inspections.  Possible  areas  of  environmental  concern  were  visually  inspected  to  determine  their 
potential  for  contamination. 

2.5  Title  Documents 

TETC  conducted  a  review  of  tract  maps  and  transfer  documents  to  identify  the  former  property 
owners  of  BRAC  property  at  the  time  of  its  transfer  to  the  Army.  The  purpose  of  this  review 
was  to  determine  the  property’s  prior  use  and  environmental  condition  at  the  time  of  its  transfer. 
This  review  did  not  result  in  additional  information.  Previous  ownership  and  the  dates  of 
transfer  to  the  Army  are  indicated  on  Figure  5-2. 

2.6  Newspaper  Articles  and  Medical  Records 

A  search  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  USEPA,  and  State  records  did  not  reveal  any 
newspaper  articles  or  medical/biohazardous  waste  records  that  are  relevant  to  CERFA 
requirements. 
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3.0  Property  Background 
Information 


This  section  presents  an  overview  of  past  and  current  operations  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition 
Plant  and  a  discussion  of  environmental  changes  associated  with  the  installation.  It  addresses 
activities  relevant  to  waste  management  practices  and  significant  environmental  incidents  that 
occurred  since  the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  was  conducted. 

3.1  General  Background 

The  mission  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  originally  known  as  the  Alabama  Ordnance 
Works,  was  to  manufacture  explosives.  The  plant  was  established  in  1941  on  13,233  acres  of 
land.  Production  activities  began  in  1942  and  continued  until  August  1945  when  the  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  placed  on  stand-by  status.  Operations  machinery,  equipment, 
buildings,  and  ground  areas  were  decontaminated  over  a  five-month  period  following  termination 
of  operations.  That  was  followed  by  a  complete  physical  inventory,  and  the  contractor  was 
released  in  September  1946. 

In  April  1955,  rehabilitation  of  three  nitrocellulose  lines,  three  trinitrotoluene  lines,  and  one 
dinitrotoluene  line  began.  In  October  1957,  the  rehabilitation  project  was  stopped  with  75 
percent  of  the  project  complete.  The  installation  was  again  assigned  stand-by  status  until  the 
early  1970’s.  In  1973,  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  declared  in  excess  of  Army 
needs. 

Area  A  was  auctioned  on  May  10,  1990,  and  was  conveyed  to  the  new  owners  on  August  31, 
1990.  Area  B  currently  covers  2,187  acres  that  contain  65  buildings  and/or  steel  frames  and 
concrete  foundations.  These  are  all  scheduled  for  removal  except  for  Building  802A,  which  is 
used  as  an  office. 

At  present,  13  miles  of  railroad  track  have  been  leased  to  the  CSX  Railroad  by  the  Army.  The 
Army  still  controls  the  track  on  the  property  it  once  owned,  which  extends  15  feet  from  the 
middle  of  the  track  to  either  side. 

3.1.1  Past  Activities 

Past  activities  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  were  related  to  manufacturing  operations, 
disposal  of  waste,  pesticide  use,  demolition,  and  industrial  sewage. 

Manufacturing  Operations:  The  plant  produced  nitrocellulose,  single-based  smokeless  powder, 
trinitrotoluene,  dinitrotoluene,  tetryl,  sulfuric  acid,  aniline,  N,N-dimethylaniline,  and 
diphenylamine.  The  spent  acids  were  recycled.  All  other  wastes  were  disposed  of  on  the 
property.  Although  most  of  the  buildings  were  removed,  most  of  the  underground  lines  are 
intact.  Underground  process  lines  (fabricated  out  of  a  variety  of  materials  including  steel 
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wrapped  wood  pipe,  terra  cotta,  and  concrete)  still  remain  in  the  trinitrotoluene,  tetryl,  and  acid 
manufacturing  areas.  These  lines  were  flushed  during  the  shutdown  period. 

Disposal  Sites:  Numerous  locations  throughout  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  were  used 
for  the  disposal  of  industrial  waste  and  other  debris  from  manufacturing  processes. 

★  The  burning  ground  was  used  between  1941  and  1978  to  bum  dunnage,  inert 
materials,  and  rejected  explosive  waste.  The  ashes  and  residue  were  buried  and 
covered  with  soil  in  trenches  near  the  burning  area. 

★  The  red  water  basin  was  used  to  store  red  water  wastes  and  other  liquid  waste 
from  both  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas. 

★  A  sulfur  burning  pit  was  located  in  the  acid  manufacturing  area. 

★  The  unlined  sludge  basin  received  aniline  and  other  organic  sludge  material 
produced  during  the  manufacture  of  tetryl. 

★  All  liquid  industrial  waste  drained  into  open  ditches,  or  through  underground 
drainage  pipes  that  terminated  in  open  ditches,  before  entering  the  Coosa  River. 

★  The  812  series  of  buildings  were  designated  as  disposal  areas  where  contractors 
stored  rubble  and  noncontaminated  material. 

★  The  basement  of  former  Building  2140  was  designated  for  the  storage  of  waste 
asbestos-containing  material. 

Pesticide  Use:  Records  on  the  quantities  of  pesticides,  herbicides,  and  fertilizers  stored  and  used 
at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  were  not  available,  although  it  was  reported  that  these 
substances  were  used  throughout  the  installation’s  operation  to  control  insects  and  vegetation. 
Quantities  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene  were  reportedly  used  around  railroad  tracks,  culverts,  fences, 
and  ditches  to  control  weed  growth.  Chlordane  and  DDT  were  used  to  control  insects. 

Demolition  Activities:  During  the  1960’s  and  1970’s,  demolition  activities  consisted  of  a 
controlled  burning  program.  Buildings  were  flashed  and  tom  down;  no  foundations  or 
underground  lines  were  removed.  Asbestos  and  Transite  residues  were  released  to  the 
surrounding  surface  soil  in  the  course  of  the  demolition  activities.  Lead  flooring  was  removed 
and  some  dissemination  occurred  when  the  buildings  burned. 

Industrial  Sewer  System:  Approximately  31 ,000  linear  feet  of  industrial  sewer  lines  are  located 
within  the  combined  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas,  the  acid/organic  manufacturing  area, 
and  the  tetryl  manufacturing  area.  These  sewer  lines  carried  liquid  wastes  from  the 
manufacturing  areas  and  discharged  the  wastes  into  the  Red  Water  Basin,  the  Red  Water  Ditch, 
and  the  Coosa  River. 

3.1.2  Current  Activities 
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At  present,  no  industrial  activity  occurs  at  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  The  Army 
continues  to  contract  the  property  out  to  logging  companies.  The  caretaker  estimated  that 
logging  activities  occur  once  a  year.  Remedial  activities  are  on-going  and  include  remediation 
of  the  stockpile  soils.  Demolition  activities  are  also  on-going  and  generate  large  volumes  of 
waste  building  materials.  Prior  to  1982,  waste  generated  by  demolition  activities  were  left  on¬ 
site.  Asbestos  is  now  removed  from  the  buildings  and  overhead  steam  lines  prior  to  demolition 
and  is  disposed  of  by  a  licensed  contractor  (according  to  the  Caretaker). 

3.2  Environmental  Changes  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 

There  have  been  minor  changes  in  the  installation  boundaries  or  activities  at  the  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant  since  the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  of  1990.  In 
February  1990  a  tornado  destroyed  the  stockpile  soil  storage  building,  Budding  TC4A,  which 
stored  contaminated  soils  from  Area  A.  The  remaining  soils  were  added  to  existing  stockpiles 
at  TC4B,  a  membrane-covered  concrete  pad.  No  other  details  were  available  concerning  the  fate 
of  the  contaminated  soil  in  Building  TC4A.  On  October  7,  1993  a  fire  destroyed  Building  708A 
and  damaged  (adjacent)  Building  703A.  At  the  time  of  the  CERFA  investigation,  both  these 
buildings  were  scheduled  for  demolition. 


4.0  Investigation  Results 


This  section  describes  the  results  of  the  CERFA  investigation.  The  first  part  describes  all  areas 
within  BRAC  property  that  have  been  addressed  in  reports  prior  to  the  CERFA  investigation, 
and  the  second  part  describes  all  areas  within  BRAC  property  that  have  not  been  addressed  in 
previous  reports.  The  third  part  identifies  adjacent  properties  that  may  be  potential  sources  of 
contamination.  The  fourth  part  describes  areas  containing  items  not  regulated  by  CERCLA,  and 
the  fifth  part  describes  areas  where  remediation  has  occurred.  Part  six  describes  real  property 
within  BRAC  property  that  will  be  retained  by  the  Army. 

4.1  Previously  Identified  Areas  Requiring  Environmental  Evaluations 

This  part  describes  both  existing  areas  requiring  environmental  evaluations  and  those  that  have 
undergone  change. 

4.1.1  Existing  Areas  Requiring  Environmental  Evaluations 


Table  4-1  lists  all  areas  within  the  BRAC  property  addressed  in  the  Installation  Assessment, 
Environmental  Survey,  Remedial  Investigation,  and  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  for 
Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  The  Installation  Assessment  identified  sources  of 
contamination  (i.e.,  locations  of  storage  or  release  of  hazardous  substances)  through  document 
review  and  a  site  visit.  The  Environmental  Survey,  Remedial  Investigation,  and  Supplemental 
Remedial  Investigation  identified  the  magnitude  and  extent  of  contamination  through  sampling 
and  analysis  activities.  The  risk  identified  in  the  "Risk"  column  in  Table  4-1  is  any  risk  above 
IE-06  for  any  exposure  pathway.  Below  is  a  brief  description  of  each  of  the  areas  requiring 
environmental  evaluation: 


Study  Area  2  -  Smokeless  Power  Facility:  Most  of  the  smokeless  powder  facility  is  located  in 
the  leaseback  area.  The  most  northern  section  of  this  area  is  located  in  the  BRAC  property. 
The  Installation  Assessment  states  employees  reported  that  packages  of  smokeless  powder  pellets 
were  loaded  into  fiber  boxes  for  transport.  Pellets  often  spilled  during  these  operations,  and 
they  were  observed  on  the  ground  surface. 

Environmental  survey  sampling  activities  identified  the  following:  levels  of  zinc  and  mercury 
just  above  background  levels  in  groundwater;  2,4-dinitrotoluene  in  sediment  samples;  and 
dinitrololuene  residues  in  soil  samples.  Asbestos  contamination  was  found  to  be  minimal. 


The  confirmatory  survey  concluded  that  no  further  investigation  of  the  study  area  was  necessary 
because  the  extent  of  any  contamination  was  sufficiently  defined  so  that  decontamination  and 
salvage  could  be  successfully  accomplished  and  release  action  taken.  The  Remedial  Investigation 
reported  that  the  buildings  were  decontaminated  and  burned,  the  equipment  decontaminated  and 


salvaged,  and  the  area  has  been  transferred  back  to  Kimberly  Clark. 
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Table  4-1 

Previously  Identified  Areas  Requiring  Environmental  Evaluation  in  BRAC 
Property,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Alabama  _ _ 


Coordinate 

Location 

<x,y) 

Figure  5-1 


Smokeless  Power  Facility 

(Study  Area  2)  _ 


Sanitary  Landfill  and  Lead  Facility 
(Study  Area  3) 


Manhattan  Project  Area 
(Study  Area  4) 


Red-Water  Storage  Basin 

(Study  Area  5)  _ 


Southern  Trinitrotoluene 
Manufacturing  Area  (Study  Area  6) 


Northern  Trinitrotoluene 
Manufacturing  Area  (Study  Area  7) 


Acid/Organic  Manufacturing  Area 
(Study  Area  8)  _ 


Aniline  Sludge  Basin  (Study  Area  9) 


Tetryl  Manufacturing  Area 
(Study  Area  10) 


Flashing  Ground  (Study  Area  16) 


Propellant  Shipping  Area 

(Study  Area  17)  _ 


Blending  Tower  Area  (Study  Area 
18)  _ 


Lead  Facility  (Study  Area  19) 


Rifle  Powder  Finishing  Area 
(Study  Area  20)  _ 


Red-Water  Ditch  (Study  Area  21) 


Demolition  Landfill  (Study  Area  22) 


Storage  Battery/Demolition  Debris 
(Study  Area  25)  _ 


Crossover  Ditch  (Study  Area  26) 


Beaver  Pond  Drainage  System 
(Study  Area  27) 


Industrial  Sewer  System 


Parcel 

Number 


Installation 

Assessment 

(1978) 


Environmental 

Survey 

(1981) 


Source  of  Information 

Confirmatory 

Survey  I 

(1983) 


Remedial 

Investigation 

(1986) 


Supplemental 

Remedial 

investigation 

(1990) 


Baseline  Risk 
Assessment  (1992) 
(Noncarcinogenic: 
Hazard  Index  St  1 
or  Carcinogenic 
Risk  >  1E4>6) 


No  Risk  Assessment 
conducted 


TC4A&  B 


No  Risk  Assessment 
conducted 


Human  health  carcinogenic  or  noncarcinogenic  risk  were  found  to  exist  above  IE-06  and  1,  respectively. 
Human  health  carcinogenic  or  noncarcinogenic  risk  not  found  to  exist  above  IE-06  and  1,  respectively. 


Figure  5-1  is  located  at  the  end  of  Section  5. 
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According  to  the  caretaker,  the  portion  of  Study  Area  2  that  still  remains  in  the  BRAC  property 
has  not  been  remediated.  It  appears  that  soil  contamination  is  present  in  the  area. 

Study  Area  3  -  Sanitary  Landfill  and  Lead  Facility:  The  sanitary  landfill  was  located  in  the 
west-central  portion  of  the  industrial  area.  According  to  the  Environmental  Survey  (Appendix 
A,  Reference  2),  most  of  the  fill  material  was  domestic  solid  waste  and  building  rubble.  The 
only  industrial,  chemical,  or  reactive  wastes  disposed  of  in  this  landfill  were  limited  quantities 
of  material  contaminated  with  explosives.  The  landfill  has  been  in  use  from  the  beginning  of 
World  War  n  operations  until  at  least  the  late  1970’s. 

Environmental  Survey  activities  included  the  collection  and  analysis  of  7  soil  samples.  Two 
samples  were  contaminated  with  lead.  Of  the  four  samples  analyzed  for  mercury,  two  had  low 
levels.  Only  one  soil  sample  had  detectable  concentrations  of  trinitrotoluene,  nitrobenzene,  and 
1,3,5-trinitrobenzene.  Three  samples  contained  nitroaromatic  residues.  Asbestos  materials  were 
also  evident  in  these  samples.  One  groundwater  monitoring  well  was  installed,  and  analysis  of 
samples  showed  no  detectable  concentrations  of  contaminants  of  concern.  The  area  was  visually 
inspected  for  asbestos;  both  friable  and  Transite  asbestos  materials  were  found  to  be  mixed  in 
the  landfill  soil.  Asbestos  contamination  is  estimated  to  cover  11,000  square  meters  and  to 
occupy  a  volume  of  16,500  cubic  meters  within  the  landfill. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  the  Confirmatory  Survey  concluded  that  the 
extent  of  contamination  and  its  migration  potential  had  been  adequately  defined  for  the  Sanitary 
Landfill  and  Lead  Facility  and  therefore  was  not  included  in  the  Confirmatory  Survey. 

Installation  of  one  groundwater  monitoring  well  was  included  as  part  of  the  Remedial 
Investigation.  Two  groundwater  samples  were  collected,  one  from  the  new  well  and  one  from 
the  previously  installed  well.  No  nitroaromatics  or  lead  were  detected  in  either  well.  Five  soil 
samples  were  collected  and  analyzed.  One  sample  contained  a  low  level  of  extractable  lead. 

Study  Area  4  -  Manhattan  Project  Area:  Located  in  the  western  parcel  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  area,  the  Manhattan  Project  used  a  small  part  of  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition 
Plant  from  1943  to  1945.  Details  of  the  operations  were  not  available  at  the  installation, 
however,  further  investigation  revealed  that  heavy  water  had  been  manufactured  at  the  site. 
According  to  a  letter  from  a  staff  member  at  Formerly  Utilized  Sites  Remedial  Action  Program 
to  the  Department  of  the  Army,  dated  October  1989,  an  investigative  records  search  was 
completed  in  October  1985  to  determine  the  potential  for  radioactive  contamination  at  the  site. 
The  letter  states  that  the  installation  was  designed  to  produce  1,600  pounds  of  heavy  water  per 
month,  but  records  indicate  that  it  produced  under  600  pounds  per  month.  A  total  of  11,160 
pounds  of  heavy  water  were  produced  from  January  1944  through  July  1945.  Storage  tanks 
were  formerly  located  at  the  site.  In  1945/46  all  buildings  were  removed  except  for  one  small 
brick  building,  which  still  remains.  No  records  were  found  to  describe  site  closeout  activities. 
No  information  was  available  concerning  any  chemical  use  at  this  site. 

Environmental  Survey  activities  included  installation  of  one  groundwater  monitoring  well  located 
near  the  middle  of  the  study  area.  Groundwater  sampling  did  not  reveal  nitroaromatic 
compounds.  In  two  soil  samples,  a  significant  concentration  of  lead  was  found.  A  visual 


0406.RPT 


4-3 


inspection  and  walkover  of  the  area  revealed  only  Transite  materials,  which  were  widely 
scattered  over  a  surface  area  of  approximately  3,700  square  meters. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  it  was  concluded  that  the  contamination  in 
the  Manhattan  Project  Area  was  sufficiently  defined;  therefore,  this  study  area  was  not  evaluated 
further  in  the  Confirmatory  Assessment  or  the  Remedial  Investigation. 

Study  Area  5  -  Red-Water  Storage  Basin:  The  Red-Water  Storage  Basin  was  intended  to  be 
used  as  a  settling  basin  for  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  process  wastewaters.  It  was 
constructed  on  the  northern  side  of  the  Red-Water  Ditch,  several  hundred  meters  to  the  west  of 
the  southern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area.  The  basin  covered  an  area  of  395,000  square 
feet  and  was  surrounded  by  a  6-foot  earth  berm.  The  dike  and  the  basin  floor  were  made  of 
clay.  An  entry  pipe  was  located  at  the  southeast  comer  and  an  exit  flume  was  located  in  the 
southwest  comer.  Only  the  flume  still  exists.  The  basin  contains  some  water  during  even  the 
driest  periods  of  the  year. 

Environmental  Survey  activities  included  installation  of  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells. 
Three  groundwater  samples  were  taken;  one  of  them  was  contaminated  with  trace  levels  of  2,4- 
dinitrotoluene,  2,6-dinitrotoluene,  and  trinitrotoluene.  Surface  water  samples  showed  no 
concentrations  of  any  contaminants.  Of  the  seven  sediment  samples  analyzed,  only  those  in  the 
immediate  area  of  the  waste  inlet  were  contaminated  with  trinitrotoluene  and  sulfate. 

One  groundwater  monitoring  well  was  installed  in  the  Confirmatory  Survey.  Samples  were 
taken  of  groundwater  from  this  well  and  the  previously  installed  well  (which  had  showed  trace 
levels  of  nitroaromatics).  No  contaminants  were  detected  in  either  of  the  wells. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey  and  the  Confirmatory  Survey,  the  Remedial 
Investigation  concluded  that  the  extent  of  contamination  and  contaminant  migration  potential  had 
been  adequately  defined  for  the  Red-Water  Storage  Basin;  therefore,  it  was  not  included  in  the 
Remedial  Investigation. 

Study  Area  6  -  Southern  Trinitrotoluene  Manufacturing  Area:  Study  Area  6  was  the  new 
dinitrotoluene  and  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area.  Ditches  are  present  where  wooden  flumes 
formerly  carried  wastes  to  the  industrial  sewers.  The  production  lines  in  this  area  were 
extensively  bulldozed  during  demolition.  All  that  remains  as  evidence  of  the  former  structures 
are  the  roadways  and  portions  of  building  foundations.  Any  contaminated  soil,  initially  situated 
adjacent  to  certain  buildings,  must  therefore  be  assumed  to  have  been  dispersed  throughout  the 
area  in  a  random  pattern. 

Environmental  Survey  sampling  activities  included  installation  of  two  groundwater  monitoring 
wells.  One  of  the  wells  was  found  to  contain  a  significantly  high  level  of  nitrite  and  nitrate, 
indicative  of  contamination  of  this  aquifer  by  wastes  from  nitric  acid  production  and  nitration 
operations.  This  same  well  contained  concentrations  of  nitrobenzene,  2,4-dinitrotoluene,  2,6- 
dinitrotoluene,  1 ,3-dinitrobenzene, 2, 4, 6-trinitrotoluene,  1 ,3 ,5-trinitrobenzene,  2,4-dinitrophenol, 
and  2-methy-4 , 6-dinitrophenol.  Of  12  soil  samples  taken,  nitroaromatic  residues  were  detected 
in  1 1  of  them.  Five  of  the  eight  samples  from  the  production  line  contained  trinitrotoluene;  2,4- 


dinitrotoluene  and  1 ,3,5-trinitrobenzene  were  each  detected  at  separate  sampling  locations.  Soil 
samples,  consisting  of  spoil  dredged  from  the  Red-Water  Ditch  sediments  deposited  on  the  edge 
of  the  drainway  during  the  1953-1954  renovation,  were  highly  contaminated  with  trinitrotoluene. 
2,4-dinitrotoluene  and  2,6-dinitrotoluene  were  also  detected.  A  walk-through  survey  was  made 
to  observe  the  extent  of  soil  contamination  by  asbestos.  Most  of  the  Transite-containing  rubble 
from  building  demolition  is  located  around  or  near  the  building  foundations.  All  open  areas 
have  been  thoroughly  bulldozed,  scattering  Transite  materials  throughout  an  estimated  69,000 
square  meters.  Friable  asbestos  was  difficult  to  locate  due  to  the  extent  of  destruction;  however, 
it  was  found  in  large  pieces  along  the  pipelines  in  areas  where  bulldozing  would  be  difficult. 
Due  to  the  amount  of  destruction,  it  is  likely  that  virtually  all  of  the  friable  asbestos  is  now 
mixed  into  the  soil. 

Three  groundwater  monitoring  wells  and  one  piezometer  cluster  were  installed  as  part  of  the 
Confirmatory  Survey.  Sampling  results  from  the  three  new  wells  and  the  two  previously 
installed  wells  showed  concentrations  of  2, 4, 6-trinitrotoluene,  2,4-dinitrotoluene,  2,6- 
dinitrotoluene,  nitrobenzene,  1,3-dinitrobenzene,  and  1,3,5-trinitrobenzene.  Following  this 
sampling  round,  a  total  of  1 8  wells  and  2  piezometer  clusters  were  installed  around  the  perimeter 
of  the  southern  and  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas  to  better  define  the  groundwater 
hydrology  and  extent  of  contamination  in  this  area.  Three  soil  cores  were  collected,  and  results 
found  2,4,6-trinitrotoluene,  2,4-dinitrotoluene,  and  2,6-dinitrotoluene  present  in  varying 
concentrations. 

As  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation,  five  soil  samples  were  collected  and  analyzed  for 
extractable  lead.  The  results  were  below  the  detection  limit  for  all  five  samples.  Four 
groundwater  samples  were  collected  from  existing  wells  and  analyzed  for  six  nitroaromatic 
compounds.  In  only  one  of  the  wells  was  the  level  of  all  compounds  below  the  detection  limit. 

Results  of  the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  field  sampling  activities  for  the  northern  and 
southern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas  are  combined.  The  Supplemental  Remedial 
Investigation  activities  included  installation  of  seven  groundwater  monitoring  wells. 
Groundwater  samples  were  collected  from  the  seven  new  wells  and  from  previously  installed 
wells.  Nitroaromatic  contaminants  were  detected  in  3  of  the  10  wells  sampled. 

Nitroaromatic  contamination  exists  in  the  water  table  aquifer  beneath  the  study  area.  In  many 
instances,  applicable  water  quality  criteria  were  exceeded.  The  concentrations  of  nitroaromatics 
that  may  reach  the  Coosa  River  through  subsurface  migration  from  the  study  area  are  not 
predicted  to  exceed  the  applicable  water  quality  criteria,  even  at  the  lowest  daily  river  flow  of 
the  64-year  period  of  record.  The  Confirmatory  Survey  indicated  that  a  relatively  impermeable 
single  aquifer  system  is  present  in  the  subsurface  of  the  study  area.  According  to  results  from 
the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation,  contaminant  migration  does  not  appear  to  be  occurring 
in  the  shallow  and  deep  aquifers  of  the  study  area. 

As  a  result  of  explosives  manufacturing  activities  and  the  subsequent  demolition  of  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant,  the  spoil  banks,  soils,  and  sediments  of  the  study  area  contain 
nitroaromatic  residues.  The  concentrations  of  nitroaromatics  observed  in  the  soils  are  all  well 
below  the  maximum  levels  allowable  for  industrial  use.  In  areas  in  which  the  groundwater  is 
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contaminated,  however,  these  soils  are  the  major  source  of  contamination.  The  soils  were  found 
to  be  nonreactive. 

Study  Area  7  -  Northern  Trinitrotoluene  Manufacturing  Area:  Industrial  activities  in  this  area 
(known  as  the  old  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area),  produced  2,4,6-trinitrotoluene  and  2,4- 
dinitrotoluene.  The  area  consisted  of  four  2,4,6-trinitrotoluene  production  lines  and  one 
dinitrotoluene  production  line.  Red  water  from  this  area  was  also  dumped  into  the  open  Red 
Water  Ditch.  Ditches  indicate  the  locations  where  wooden  flumes  formerly  carried  wastes  to 
the  industrial  sewers.  Like  the  southern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area,  this  production  area 
has  been  completely  razed.  Material  was  spread  over  a  wide  area  during  the  demolition;  only 
foundations  and  portions  of  the  sewer  system  remain. 

Environmental  Survey  activities  included  collection  and  analysis  of  10  soil  samples.  The  results 
showed  that  all  of  the  samples  contained  nitroaromatic  compounds.  2,4-dinitrotoluene  was 
detected  in  the  surface  soils  of  the  dinitrotoluene  production  area.  Sampling  results  from  one 
of  two  groundwater  monitoring  wells  showed  a  significantly  high  level  of  trinitrotoluene  and 
dinitrotoluene,  and  detectable  concentrations  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene,  2,6-dmitrotoluene,  and  2,4,6- 
trinitrotoluene  A  walk-through  survey  was  conducted  to  observe  the  extent  of  soil  contamination 
by  asbestos.  Most  of  the  Transite-containing  rubble  from  building  demolition  is  located  around 
or  near  the  building  foundations.  All  open  areas  have  been  thoroughly  bulldozed,  scattering 
Transite  materials  throughout  these  areas  (an  estimated  69,000  square  meters).  Friable  asbestos 
was  difficult  to  locate  due  to  the  extent  of  destruction;  however,  it  was  found  in  large  pieces 
along  the  pipelines  in  areas  where  bulldozing  would  be  difficult.  Considering  the  amount  of 
destruction,  it  is  likely  that  virtually  all  of  the  friable  asbestos  is  now  mixed  into  the  soil. 

Two  groundwater  monitoring  wells  were  installed  as  part  of  the  Confirmatory  Survey,  and  2,4,6- 
trinitrotoluene  and  2 , 6-dinitrotoluene  were  detected  in  the  groundwater  samples.  Five  soil  cores 
were  collected  and  analyzed.  Various  levels  of  2,4,6-trinitrotoluene,  2,4-dinitrotoluene,  and  2,6- 
dinitrotoluene  were  present  in  the  cores. 

The  Remedial  Investigation  activities  included  collection  and  analysis  of  soil  samples  to 
determine  the  level  of  extractable  lead.  Of  the  five  samples,  levels  in  one  sample  were  below 
the  detection  limit  while  the  remaining  five  had  concentrations  well  below  the  established 
extraction  procedure  toxicity  criterion.  Three  groundwater  samples  were  collected  from  the 
existing  wells  and  analyzed;  all  contained  detectable  concentrations  of  all  six  nitroaromatic 
compounds. 

Nitroaromatic  contamination  exists  in  the  water  table  aquifer  beneath  the  study  area.  In  many 
instances,  applicable  water  quality  criteria  are  exceeded.  The  concentrations  of  nitroaromatics 
that  may’  reach  the  Coosa  River  through  subsurface  migration  from  the  study  area  are  not 
expected  to  exceed  the  applicable  water  quality  criteria  even  at  the  lowest  daily  river  flow  of  the 
64-year  period  of  record.  The  Confirmatory  Survey  states  that  a  relatively  impermeable  single 
aquifer  system  is  present  below  the  surface  of  the  study  site.  According  to  the  results  of  the 
Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation,  contaminant  migration  does  not  appear  to  be  occurring  in 
the  shallow  and  deep  aquifers  under  the  study  area. 


Study  Area  8  -  Acid/ Organic  Manufacturing  Area:  In  the  acid/organic  manufacturing  area, 
nitrobenzene  was  made  and  reduced  to  form  aniline,  N-,N-dimethylaniline,  and  diphenylamine. 
Concentrated  nitric  acid,  oleum  (fuming  sulfuric  acid),  and  sodium  sulfite  (sellite)  were  also 
produced.  Included  in  this  area  is  a  former  sulphur  burning  pit  that  could  contain  residual 
sulfur.  The  buildings  have  been  completely  razed,  and  rubble  has  been  spread  over  the  entire 
acid  and  sellite  areas. 

Environmental  Survey  activities  included  the  collection  and  analysis  of  six  soil  samples. 
Nitrobenzene  was  detected  at  Building  904- A.  One  sample  contained  a  significant  concentration 
of  lead.  Two  groundwater  monitoring  wells  were  installed,  and  one  of  them  was  found  to 
contain  a  significantly  high  level  of  nitrite  and  nitrate,  indicative  of  contamination  of  this  aquifer 
by  wastes  from  nitric  acid  production  and  nitration  operations.  No  detectable  nitroaromatic 
residues  or  organic  bases  were  detected.  A  walk-through  survey  was  conducted  to  observe  the 
extent  of  soil  contamination  by  asbestos.  Extensive  bulldozing  resulted  in  the  mixing  of  both 
Transite  and  friable  asbestos  with  the  soils,  covering  an  estimated  165,000  square  meters. 
Particles  of  sulfur  up  to  3  cubic  meters  in  diameter  were  abundant  on  the  soil  surface  in  the 
sulfur  storage  area.  The  area  contaminated  by  sulfur  and  acid  wastes  covers  approximately  150 
square  meters. 

On  the  basis  of  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  the  Confirmatory  Survey  concluded 
that  the  extent  of  contamination  and  contaminant  migration  potential  had  been  adequately  defined 
for  the  acid/organic  manufacturing  area  and  therefore  was  not  included  in  the  Confirmatory 
Survey. 

Five  soil  samples  were  collected  during  the  Remedial  Investigation.  No  detectable 
concentrations  of  lead  were  found  in  any  of  the  samples. 

As  part  of  the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation,  one  downgradient  monitoring  well  was 
sampled.  Neither  nitroaromatic  compounds  nor  tetryl  were  detected  in  this  sample. 

The  study  area  was  sufficiently  defined  by  the  Environmental  Survey  and  therefore  was  not 
addressed  in  the  Confirmatory  Survey.  The  Remedial  Investigation  concluded  that  no  significant 
contaminant  migration  occurs  in  the  surface  or  ground  waters  as  a  result  of  past  industrial 
activities  at  the  study  area. 

Study  Area  9  -  Aniline  Sludge  Basin:  The  sludge  basin,  with  an  area  of  1,463  square  feet,  was 
unlined  and  constructed  of  clay  dikes  and  a  clay  bottom.  Liquid  wastes  and  sludges  from  the 
production  of  aniline  in  the  acid/organic  manufacturing  area  were  deposited  in  the  basin.  Ash 
from  the  northern  power  plant  may  also  have  been  disposed  of  in  the  basin.  There  is  an 
industrial  outfall,  but  no  exit,  on  the  western  side  of  the  basin.  Although  the  pond  contains 
water  year-round,  it  becomes  shallow  during  the  dry  season.  The  bottom  of  the  basin  is  now 
covered  with  a  very  fine,  black  silt  that  varies  from  5  to  10  cubic  meters  in  depth.  An  area 
approximately  150  meters  by  15  meters  in  the  southern  end  of  the  basin  is  underlain  by 
bituminous  material. 
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The  Environmental  Survey  activities  included  installation  of  four  groundwater  monitoring  wells. 
Sampling  results  from  one  of  the  wells  showed  a  significantly  high  level  of  trinitrotoluene  and 
dinitrotoluene.  The  second  well  contained  2,4-dinitrotoluene  just  above  the  minimum  detectable 
concentration.  Concentrations  of  trinitrotoluene,  1,3 -dinitrobenzene,  and  1,3,5-trinitrobenzene 
were  found  at  one  sediment  sampling  location  where  a  waste-water  line  from  the  acids  area 
entered  the  basin.  Two  sediment  samples  revealed  the  presence  of  cadmium,  nickel,  chromium, 
copper,  and  zinc.  Surface  water  sampling  revealed  no  concentrations  of  contaminants. 

One  groundwater  monitoring  well  was  installed  as  part  of  the  Confirmatory  Survey. 
Groundwater  samples  were  collected  and  analyzed  from  this  well  and  the  previously  installed 
well  where  concentrations  of  nitroaromatics  were  found.  No  detectable  nitroaromatic  residues 
were  found  in  either  sample. 

One  groundwater  sample  was  scheduled  to  be  collected  from  a  monitoring  well  during  the 
Remedial  Investigation.  Due  to  low  water-table  conditions,  this  was  not  possible.  No  fiirther 
work  was  done  at  this  site  as  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation. 

Study  Area  10  -  Tetryl  Manufacturing  Area:  The  Tetryl  Manufacturing  Area  consisted  of  12 
manufacturing  lines,  where  tetryl  was  produced  in  a  2-step  process  by  first  sulfonating  N-N- 
dimethylaniline  and  then  nitrating  the  resulting  intermediate.  Extensive  amounts  of  lead  were 
used  in  the  piping,  floors,  and  fittings  of  the  four  nitration  houses.  Lead  scrap  as  well  as  melted 
chucks  of  lead  were  abundant  in  the  soil  adjacent  to  most  of  the  nitrating  houses  in  the  area. 
The  buildings  have  been  razed  and  rubble  spread  over  areas  about  25  meters  on  either  side  of 
the  manufacturing  lines.  All  that  remains  of  each  line  are  the  concrete  foundations  of  the 
buildings  and  the  concrete  wheeling  walk  that  linked  the  four  nitration  houses.  During  the  1978 
assessment,  team  members  recovered  explosive  material  from  the  soil  surface. 

Environmental  Survey  activities  included  the  collection  and  analysis  of  seven  soil  samples.  A 
high  lead  content  was  found  in  a  sample  taken  near  the  tetryl  refining  house.  Tetryl  was  found 
in  low  concentrations  at  the  north  tetryl  nailing  house  and  at  high  concentrations  in  the  soils 
around  the  two  drying  and  finishing  houses.  Two  groundwater  monitoring  wells  were  installed. 
Sampling  results  for  one  well  indicated  the  presence  of  diphenylamine,  and  tetryl  was  detected 
in  the  second  well.  A  walk-through  survey  was  conducted  to  observe  the  extent  of  soil 
contamination  by  asbestos.  Extensive  bulldozing  scattered  both  types  of  asbestos-containing 
materials  over  an  area  covering  approximately  176,000  square  meters. 

Two  additional  groundwater  monitoring  wells  were  installed  for  the  Confirmatory  Survey. 
Groundwater  sampling  results  found  a  trace  level  of  tetryl  in  one  of  the  wells. 

Five  soil  samples  were  collected  as  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation.  Lead  concentrations 
were  below  the  detection  limit  in  all  five  samples.  Two  groundwater  samples  were  collected; 
the  results  showed  no  nitroaromatics  present  above  the  detection  limit. 

As  part  of  the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation,  one  downgradient  monitoring  well  was 
sampled.  Nitroaromatic  compounds  and  tetryl  were  detected  in  this  sample. 
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Study  Area  16  -  Flashing  Ground:  The  Flashing  Ground  consists  of  trenches  that  were  active 
after  World  War  n.  According  to  the  Installation  Assessment  (Appendix  A,  Reference  1), 
combustible  trash  and  explosive  materials  were  burned  in  this  area. 

Environmental  Survey  activities  included  the  collection  and  analysis  of  13  soil  samples. 
Analytical  results  revealed  the  presence  of  lead,  nitrocellulose,  trinitrotoluene,  dinitrotoluene, 
trinitrobenzene,  and  tetryl  in  all  but  one  of  the  samples.  Four  groundwater  monitoring  wells 
were  installed.  Trace  amounts  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene  were  found  in  one  water  sample.  A  walk¬ 
through  survey  was  conducted  to  observe  the  extent  of  soil  contamination  by  asbestos.  Transite 
asbestos  was  found  around  the  building  that  was  located  just  inside  the  entry  to  the  Flashing 
Ground.  Small  quantities  of  Transite  materials  were  found  along  the  burial  pits  on  the  western 
side  of  the  area.  No  friable  asbestos  materials  were  found.  Asbestos  contamination  is  estimated 
to  cover  55,000  square  meters,  with  an  estimated  volume  of  55,000  cubic  meters. 

Confirmatory  Survey  field  sampling  activity  consisted  of  the  installation  of  one  groundwater 
monitoring  well.  Trace  amounts  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene  were  found  in  samples  from  this  well  and 
the  previously  installed  well.  No  residues  were  detected  in  either  of  the  two  groundwater 
samples. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation.  Analytical  results  found  a 
concentration  of  lead  greater  than  the  extraction  procedure  toxicity  criteria.  Of  the  three 
groundwater  samples  planned,  only  one  was  collected  due  to  a  slow  recharge  rate.  The  results 
for  the  one  sample  showed  a  concentration  of  2,4,6-trinitrotoluene. 

Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  activities  included  installation  of  eight  additional 
groundwater  monitoring  wells.  Groundwater  samples  were  collected  from  the  eight  new  wells 
and  from  two  existing  wells.  Nitroaromatic  compounds  were  detected  in  2  of  the  10  water 
samples  and  concentrations  of  dissolved  lead  were  detected  in  all  but  two  of  the  wells  sampled. 

The  Remedial  Investigation  concluded  that  no  significant  contaminant  migration  occurs  along 
surface  or  ground  waters  as  a  result  of  past  industrial  activities  in  the  study  area.  According  to 
the  results  of  the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation,  the  deep  aquifer  exhibits  no 
contamination,  and  contamination  in  the  shallow  aquifer  is  confined  to  one  comer  and  is  not 
migrating  significantly. 

Study  Area  17  -  Propellant  Shipping  Area:  This  site  was  originally  identified  in  the  1978 
Records  Search  as  an  old  farm  well  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant  that  dated  back  before  the  land  was  acquired.  It  was  reported  that  the  well 
was  used  only  to  dispose  of  inert  material.  As  of  the  1981  Environmental  Survey,  this  area  was 
identified  as  the  propellant  shipping  area,  located  in  the  General  Services  Administration  study 
area.  The  shipping  houses  (Series  229  Buildings),  used  to  store  smokeless  propellant  prior  to 
shipment,  totalled  48  buildings.  Thirteen  of  the  48  shipping  buildings  are  located  on  land 
previously  sold.  Contamination  occurred  from  sweeping  debris  from  the  floor  of  the  buildings 
onto  the  ground  surface  and  by  spills  and  breaks  during  the  storage  and  shipping  process. 
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Environmental  Survey  activities  included  the  installation  of  one  groundwater  monitoring  well. 
No  concentrations  of  nitroaromatics  were  detected  in  the  groundwater  sample.  Soil  sampling 
results  revealed  that  only  one  building  had  a  concentration  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene  above  the 
detection  limit  and  a  low  incidence  of  dinitrotoluene  and  nitrocellulose.  A  walk-through  survey 
was  conducted  to  observe  the  extent  of  soil  contamination  by  asbestos.  All  buildings  in  this  area 
are  covered  with  Transite  shingles  or  panels.  Because  the  buildings  were  not  heated,  no  steam 
lines  were  present  in  this  area.  No  friable  asbestos  was  found.  All  35  buildings  within  the 
present  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  boundary  were  inspected  and  spot  tested  for  the 
presence  of  nitrocellulose.  Selected  samples  were  collected  and  spot  tests  conducted  for 
nitroaromatic  residues.  Eighty-four  percent  of  the  spot  tests  were  positive  for  nitrocellulose  but 
were  below  the  reportable  detection  limit.  Only  one  spot  test  for  nitroaromatic  compounds  was 
positive,  revealing  a  trace  level  of  dinitrotoluene  at  Shipping  House  229-18. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  the  Confirmatory  Survey  and  Remedial 
Investigation  concluded  that  the  contamination  in  the  propellant  shipping  area  was  sufficiently 
defined;  therefore,  this  study  area  was  not  evaluated  in  these  reports. 

Study  Area  18  -  Blending  Tower  Area:  This  site  was  originally  identified  in  the  1978  record 
search  as  five  unlined  settling  basins.  The  record  search  revealed  three  of  the  five  basins  were 
used  by  the  Beaunit  Mills  Company.  Beaunit  Mills  Company  leased  Army  property  for  the 
purpose  of  producing  rayon  fabric.  In  the  process  of  making  the  fabric,  acid,  cellulose  and 
organic  materials  were  generated.  The  acid,  cellulose  and  organic  wastes  generated  from  the 
process  was  disposed  of  in  three  out  of  the  five  settling  basins.  The  settling  basins  were 
designed  and  installed  by  the  Army,  however,  they  were  never  used  by  the  Army.  As  of  the 
1981  Environmental  Survey,  the  site  was  identified  as  the  blending  tower  area. 

The  Environmental  Survey  activities  consisted  of  an  asbestos  survey  and  soil  sampling.  Analysis 
of  the  soil  sampling  did  not  reveal  nitroaromatic  or  organic  base  residues.  The  Confirmatory 
Survey  and  Remedial  Investigation  concluded  that  the  contamination  in  the  blending  tower  area 
was  sufficiently  defined;  therefore,  this  study  area  was  not  evaluated  in  these  reports.  The  Army 
has  initiated  action  to  investigate  this  site  as  part  of  the  Inclusive  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Study  to  begin  summer  1994.  To  better  characterize  this  site  monitoring 
wells  and  surface  soil  sampling  will  be  taken. 

During  the  walk-through  asbestos  survey,  Transite  asbestos  was  found  around  the  foundations 
of  destroyed  buildings.  Bulldozing  of  the  buildings  scattered  the  Transite  materials  over  an 
estimated  21,000  square  meters.  No  friable  asbestos  was  found. 

Study  Area  19  -  Lead  Facility:  The  old  lead  facility  was  used  during  the  production  years  for 
pouring  lead  ingots.  At  the  time  of  the  Environmental  Survey  (Appendix  A,  Reference  9), 
numerous  large  pieces  of  lead,  some  weighing  several  kilograms,  remained  on  the  soil  surface 
in  this  area  and  were  thrown  outside  the  flashing  ground  fence.  Sparse  vegetation  was  observed, 
possibly  caused  by  soil  contamination.  Environmental  Survey  activities  included  the  collection 
and  analysis  of  five  soil  samples,  which  were  found  to  contain  significantly  high  levels  of  lead. 
A  walk-through  survey  was  conducted  to  observe  the  extent  of  soil  contamination  by  asbestos. 
This  area  did  not  contain  any  Transite  or  friable  asbestos. 
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Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  the  Confirmatory  Survey  concluded  that  the 
extent  of  contamination  and  its  migration  potential  had  been  adequately  defined  for  the  lead 
facility;  therefore,  it  was  not  included  in  the  Confirmatory  Survey. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation.  Analytical  results  for  the 
samples  were  above  the  established  extraction  procedure  toxicity  criterion  for  lead. 

Study  Area  20  -  Rifle  Powder  Finishing  Area:  No  background  history  was  available  for  the 
rifle  powder  finishing  area.  Environmental  Survey  activities  included  a  walk-through  asbestos 
survey  and  soil  sampling.  Of  the  nine  soil  samples  analyzed,  six  contained  significant 
concentrations  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene.  The  asbestos  survey  found  Transite  asbestos  around  all 
building  foundations  and  scattered  throughout  the  area,  covering  an  estimated  120,000  square 
meters.  Friable  asbestos  was  found  along  all  former  steam  line  routes. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  the  Confirmatory  Survey  and  Remedial 
Investigation  concluded  that  the  contamination  in  the  rifle  powder  finishing  area  was  sufficiently 
defined;  therefore,  this  study  area  was  not  evaluated  in  these  reports.  The  Remedial 
Investigation  concluded  that  no  significant  contaminant  migration  occurs  in  the  surface  or  ground 
waters  as  a  result  of  past  industrial  activities. 

Study  Area  21  -  Red-Water  Ditch:  The  Red-Water  Ditch  was  the  open  industrial  sewer  that 
carried  the  industrial  process  wastewaters  produced  by  the  manufacture  of  trinitrotoluene.  The 
Red-Water  Ditch  also  collected  industrial  process  wastes  and  surface  runoff  from  the 
acid/organic  manufacturing  area  (Study  Area  8)  and  the  tetryl  manufacturing  area  (Study  Area 
10).  As  initially  constructed,  the  Ditch  extended  from  the  western  side  of  the  tetryl 
manufacturing  area  through  the  southern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area  (Study  Area  6),  and 
the  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  Area  (Study  Area  7).  Industrial  wastes  generated  in 
the  Acid/Organic  Manufacturing  Area  were  discharged  into  the  ditch  immediately  east  of 
Building  806C  (northern  manufacturing  area).  The  areas  drained  by  the  Red-Water  Ditch  were 
involved  in  the  production  of  acids  (sulfuric  and  nitric),  organics  (diphenylaniline,  aniline,  and 
N,N-dimethylaniline),  and  explosives  and  their  process  byproducts  (trinitrotoluene, 
dinitrotoluene,  and  tetryl).  Other  organics  and  inorganics  (benzene,  toluene,  sodium  sulfite,  and 
elemental  sulfur)  were  also  stored  in  these  areas. 

The  Red-Water  Ditch  contains  flowing  water  only  during  wet  periods.  During  dry  periods,  the 
ditch  contains  water  in  only  a  few  scattered  locations.  The  Red-Water  Ditch  was  constructed 
with  steep  sides  and  has  a  depth  that  varies  from  approximately  1  to  3  meters.  The  ditch  was 
cleaned  at  least  once  since  its  original  construction.  Sediments  dredged  from  the  ditch  during 
the  cleaning  operations  were  deposited  along  the  ditch.  When  intersecting  other  drainage 
systems,  the  Red-Water  Ditch  crosses  the  other  systems  through  vitrified  pipes.  The  Red-Water 
Ditch  drainage  system  carries  approximately  17  percent  of  the  surface  water  at  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant,  which  is  ultimately  discharged  into  the  Coosa  River. 

The  Environmental  Survey  conducted  sampling  activities  along  the  Red-Water  Drainage  Ditch 
System.  The  survey  concluded  that  the  waters  were  contaminated  by  low  levels  of  nitroaromatic 
compounds  where  the  ditch  traverses  the  southern  and  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing 
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areas  and  by  diphenylamine  immediately  downstream  of  the  outfall  that  discharges  from  the 
acid/organic  manufacturing  area.  In  addition,  inorganic  contamination  (lead,  nitrate,  and  sulfate) 
was  present  in  two  sampling  locations.  Waters  in  the  middle  section  of  the  Red- Water  Ditch 
were  contaminated  by  low  levels  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene,  2,6-dinitrotoluene,  and  trinitrotoluene. 
Diphenylamine  was  detected  immediately  downstream  from  the  main  acid/organic  manufacturing 
area  discharge  point.  Asbestos  fibers  were  also  found  in  the  surface  water.  The  sediments  from 
the  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area  to  the  crossover  point  are  contaminated  by 
trinitrotoluene,  as  are  the  sewers  and  soils  adjacent  to  the  ditch  in  the  southern  and  northern 
trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  the  Confirmatory  Survey  concluded  that  the 
extent  of  contamination  and  contaminant  migration  potential  had  been  adequately  defined  for  the 
Red-Water  Ditch;  therefore,  it  was  not  included  in  the  Confirmatory  Survey. 

Sediment  and  soil  samples  were  conducted  as  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation.  Low 
concentrations  of  2,4,6-dinitrotoluene  were  found  in  two  of  the  three  sediment  samples.  Soil 
sample  analytical  results  showed  2,4,6-dinitrotoluene  in  all  five  samples  and  extractable  lead  in 
two  of  the  three  samples  analyzed  for  this  contaminant.  Although  plans  were  made  to  collect 
and  analyze  one  surface  water  sample,  this  was  not  possible  due  to  dry  conditions. 

During  the  Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation,  four  surface  water  samples  and  four  sediment 
samples  were  analyzed.  No  nitroaromatic  compounds  or  tetryl  concentrations  were  found  in  any 
of  these  samples.  According  to  the  Remedial  Investigation  the  drainage  system  is  contaminated 
with  nitroaromatic  compounds.  However,  these  sediments  have  been  buried  by  channel  wall 
erosion  and  sedimentation  and  do  not  contribute  to  surface  water  contamination.  Low  levels  of 
nitroaromatic  compounds  were  detected  in  the  upstream  surface  waters  of  the  Red- Water  Ditch 
during  the  Environmental  Survey.  Runoff  from  the  spoil  piles  and  occasional  discharge  from 
contaminated  sewer  lines  are  identified  as  the  source  of  the  low  levels  of  nitroaromatic 
compounds  present. 

Additional  surface  water  and  sediment  samples  were  collected  during  the  Supplemental  Remedial 
Investigation.  According  to  the  analytical  results,  no  detectable  concentrations  of  nitroaromatic 
compounds  or  tetryl  were  detected. 

As  a  result  of  the  manufacturing  of  explosives  and  subsequent  demolition  of  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant,  the  soils  of  the  study  area  contain  nitroaromatic  residues.  The  concentrations 
of  nitroaromatics  observed  in  the  soils  are  all  well  below  the  maximum  levels  allowable  for 
industrial  use.  However,  these  soils  are  the  major  source  of  groundwater  contamination  in  areas 
in  which  the  groundwater  is  contaminated.  The  soils  were  found  to  be  nonreactive. 

Study  Area  22  -  Demolition  Landfill  This  disposal  area,  located  near  the  flashing  ground, 
consists  of  a  semicircular  landfill  in  a  swale  extending  approximately  150  meters  along  Patrol 
Road.  At  this  site,  rubble  from  demolition  activities  was  dumped  in  a  15  meters-wide  semicircle 
around  the  edge  of  the  swale  to  an  average  depth  of  approximately  2  meters.  Several  hundred 
kilograms  of  lead  were  found  on  the  surface  at  this  site  in  the  form  of  sheets,  wire,  and  pipe. 
Large  amounts  of  cast  iron,  stainless  steel  fittings,  aluminum,  Transite,  and  other  rubble  were 


partially  buried  by  concrete  and  earth.  Friable  asbestos  was  also  distributed  in  the  soil  of  this 
area.  Soil  sampling  identified  lead  residues  in  concentrations  above  background  in  two  samples 
and  a  small  concentration  of  tetryl. 

According  to  the  Confirmatory  Survey  report,  this  site  was  not  investigated  because  it  had  been 
sufficiently  defined  by  the  Environmental  Survey.  However,  the  Environmental  Survey  does  not 
address  this  site;  it  identifies  only  21  study  areas.  The  information  presented  above  was  taken 
from  the  Confirmatory  Survey  report. 

Remedial  Investigation  sampling  activities  consisted  of  the  collection  and  analysis  of  five  soil 
samples.  Results  showed  elevated  levels  of  lead;  however,  none  were  above  the  established 
extraction  procedure  toxicity  criterion. 

Study  Area  25  -  Storage  Battery /Demolition  Debris:  During  the  June  1985  site  visit  conducted 
as  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation,  a  previously  undocumented  disposal  site,  found  during 
controlled  hunting  during  the  fall  of  1984,  was  identified.  Inspection  of  the  disposal  site 
indicated  the  presence  of  rubble  and  a  number  (at  least  20)  of  heavy-duty  lead  acid  battery 
casings.  These  consisted  of  approximately  30  pounds  of  lead  components  in  a  glass  casing. 
Along  with  the  batteries,  several  mercury  switches  (three  of  four  observed),  each  containing  3 
to  4  milliliters  of  mercury  metal  (liquified),  were  observed.  The  disposal  site  is  located  in  a 
steep,  overgrown  ditch  bank  and  is  periodically  flooded  by  backwater  from  the  Coosa  River. 
The  batteries  are  reportedly  still  present  at  the  site. 

During  the  Remedial  Investigation,  samples  were  taken  from  soil  and  groundwater  monitoring 
wells.  Nine  soil  samples  were  collected  and  analyzed.  Arsenic,  chromium,  copper,  lead, 
nickel,  thallium,  zinc,  and  2,4,6-trinitrotoluene  were  found  in  the  soil  at  concentrations  below 
the  extraction  procedure  toxicity  criteria  used  to  define  hazardous  waste.  In  the  groundwater 
sample,  lead,  thallium,  and  zinc  concentrations  were  below  the  Federal  drinking  water  standards. 

Study  Area  26  -  Crossover  Ditch:  The  Crossover  Ditch  was  not  identified  as  a  study  area  until 
the  Remedial  Investigation,  although  the  area  was  investigated  during  the  Confirmatory  Survey. 
The  Crossover  Ditch  drains  surface  waters  from  the  leaseback  area,  the  rifle  powder  finishing 
area,  the  blending  tower  area,  part  of  the  northern  and  all  of  the  southern  portions  of  the 
propellant  shipping  area,  the  southern  portion  of  the  southern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area, 
and  the  sanitary  landfill  and  lead  facility.  Two  beaver  dams  have  been  constructed  on  the 
Crossover  Ditch,  a  small  one  immediately  east  of  the  Series  223  Buildings  and  a  large  one  south 
of  the  southern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area. 

Although  the  Crossover  Ditch  drains  areas  that  produced  nitrocellulose  and  smokeless  powder, 
contaminants  from  other  sources  may  enter  this  drainage  system.  Potential  sources  of  other 
contaminants  include  the  coal  pile  at  the  Kimberly  Clark  power  plant,  the  sanitary  landfill  and 
lead  facility,  the  pipe  flashing  area  immediately  east  of  Study  Area  3,  and  the  large  industrial 
waste  reservoir  on  Kimberly  Clark  land  directly  south  of  the  rifle  powder  finishing  area.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  Crossover  Ditch  collects  and  discharges  into  the  Coosa  River  approximately 
25  percent  of  the  surface  waters  generated  on  or  adjacent  to  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 
property. 
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During  the  Environmental  Survey,  lead,  cadmium,  copper,  and  zinc  were  found  in  samples  of 
surface  water.  The  upper  reaches  of  the  Crossover  Ditch  had  an  iron  oxide  film  on  the  water 
surface  and  iron  staining  of  the  sediments  and  aquatic  vegetation,  due  to  the  impact  of  the  coal 
pile.  No  detectable  explosives-related  contaminants  were  found.  Asbestos  fibers  were  found 
in  the  surface  water.  Analysis  of  17  sediment  samples  showed  residues  from  coal  pile  runoff 
in  the  upper  reaches  and  evidence  of  coal  pile  particulate  runoff  throughout.  Dinitrotoluene  was 
found  in  all  17  samples. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  the  Environmental  Survey,  the  Confirmatory  Survey  concluded  that  the 
extent  of  contamination  and  contaminant  migration  potential  had  been  adequately  defined  for  the 
Crossover  Ditch;  therefore,  it  was  not  included  in  the  Confirmatory  Survey. 

Two  sediment  samples  were  collected  and  analyzed  as  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation.  A 
concentration  of  2,4-dinitrotoluene  was  found  in  one  sample;  in  the  second,  a  concentration  of 
lead  was  found,  but  it  was  below  extraction  procedure  toxicity  criterion.  It  was  not  possible  to 
take  a  surface  water  sample,  due  to  dry  conditions. 

The  Remedial  Investigation  concluded  that  no  significant  contaminant  migration  occurs  in  the 
surface  or  ground  waters  as  a  result  of  past  industrial  activities  at  the  study  area.  According  to 
the  Remedial  Investigation  the  drainage  system  is  contaminated  with  nitroaromatic  compounds. 
However,  these  sediments  have  been  buried  by  channel  wall  erosion  and  sedimentation  and  do 
not  contribute  to  surface  water  contamination.  The  low  levels  of  nitroaromatic  compounds  found 
in  the  surface  water  during  the  Environmental  Survey  can  be  attributed  to  spoil  pile  runoff  and 
sewer  leakage. 

Supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  field  activities  included  the  collection  and  analysis  of  four 
surface  water  samples.  No  detectable  concentrations  of  nitroaromatic  compounds  or  tetryl  were 
found  in  any  of  the  samples. 

Study  Area  27  -  Beaver  Pond  Drainage  System:  The  Beaver  Pond  drainage  system  was  not 
identified  as  a  study  area  until  the  Remedial  Investigation,  although  the  area  was  investigated 
prior  to  this.  The  Beaver  Pond  drainage  system  flows  west  between  the  southern  and  northern 
trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  areas  and  derives  its  name  from  three  large  beaver  ponds  that  have 
greatly  changed  the  original  ditch.  The  drainage  system  is  a  natural  system  that  collects  surface 
runoff  from  areas  of  planted  trees  and  grassland.  It  originates  in  undeveloped  areas  south  and 
east  of  the  tetryl  manufacturing  area. 

Potentially  contaminated  surface  runoff  in  the  Beaver  Pond  drainage  system  originates  from  the 
southern  end  of  the  tetryl  manufacturing  area  and  the  shipping  houses.  Some  surface  drainage 
from  the  acid/organic  manufacturing  area,  the  tetryl  manufacturing  area,  and  the  northern 
trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area  now  enters  the  Beaver  Pond  drainage  system.  The  system 
accounts  for  approximately  20  percent  of  the  surface  waters  discharged  from  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant.  Very  large  quantities  of  water  are  stored  year-round  in  the  three  ponds. 

The  Environmental  Survey  conducted  surface  water  sampling  which  found  that  the  waters  of  the 
drainage  system  appear  to  be  uncontaminated  except  for  one  location,  the  groundwater  seepage 


in  the  northern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing  area,  where  the  sample  contained  trinitrotoluene. 
Asbestos  fibers  were  also  found.  No  contaminants  flowed  from  Alabama  Army  Ammunition 
Plant  through  this  drainage  system.  Sediment  samples  showed  concentrations  of  nitroaromatic 
compounds. 

Surface  water  sampling  activities  were  conducted  as  part  of  the  Confirmatory  Survey.  Levels 
of  2,4, 6-trinitrotoluene  and  2,4-dinitrotoluene  that  were  detected  in  the  stream  water  were  below 
applicable  criteria. 

As  part  of  the  Remedial  Investigation,  one  water  sample  was  collected  and  analyzed.  All 
compounds  analyzed  for  were  below  the  detection  limits. 

Supplement  Remedial  Investigation  field  activities  included  the  collection  and  analysis  of  four 
surface  water  samples  and  four  sediment  samples.  None  of  these  samples  contained  detectable 
concentrations  of  nitroaromatic  compounds  or  tetryl. 

According  to  the  Remedial  Investigation,  the  drainage  system  is  contaminated  with  nitroaromatic 
compounds.  However,  these  sediments  have  been  buried  by  channel  wall  erosion  and 
sedimentation  and  do  not  contribute  to  surface  water  contamination.  Surface  water 
contamination  with  nitroaromatic  compounds  in  the  Beaver  Pond  stream  occurs  as  a  result  of 
groundwater  inflow  in  the  floodplain;  however,  the  levels  of  contaminants  in  the  stream  are 
below  applicable  criteria. 

Industrial  Sewer  System:  The  industrial  sewer  system  for  the  entire  plant  was  originally 
investigated  in  the  environmental  survey.  In  Area  B,  the  industrial  sewer  lines  totaled 
approximately  32,500  feet  in  length,  of  which  approximately  31,000  feet  remain  buried.  The 
Remedial  Investigation  defined  the  nature  and  extent  of  contamination  within  the  industrial  sewer 
system  in  the  four  former  production  areas  (northern  and  southern  trinitrotoluene  manufacturing 
areas,  tetryl  manufacturing  area,  and  acid/organic  manufacturing  area)  at  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant.  A  total  of  98  soil  samples  from  within  and  outside  the  industrial  sewer 
system,  14  sediment  samples,  and  7  water  samples  from  within  the  surface  drainages  were 
collected  and  analyzed.  Sampling  results  found  varying  concentrations  of  nitroaromatics 
compounds  present  throughout  the  samples  areas.  A  Feasibility  Study  was  conducted  based  on 
the  results  of  the  Remedial  Investigation. 

TC4A,  TC4B  -  Stockpile  Soils:  Structures  TC4A  and  TC4B  contained  contaminated  soil  that 
was  excavated  from  Area  A  and  placed  in  Area  B  pending  incineration.  TC4A  was  a  building 
and  TC4B  is  a  membrane-covered  concrete  storage  pad.  Contaminated  soils  from  Area  A 
(adjacent  property)  were  removed  between  1986  and  1987.  In  February  1990,  a  tornado 
demolished  Building  TC4A.  Soils  from  the  demolished  building  were  added  to  structure  TC4B 
and  secured  with  the  membrane  liner.  In  February  1991,  a  feasibility  study  was  conducted  for 
the  stockpile  soils  area.  The  study  concluded  that  explosives,  lead,  and  asbestos  contamination 
were  present  above  regulatory  limits.  A  feasibility  study  was  conducted  in  July  1991  and  a 
Record  of  Decision  was  released  in  December  1991 .  The  selected  remedy  for  the  stockpile  soils 
area  was  to  thermally  treat  and  dispose  of  the  soil  on-site. 


4.1.2  Existing  Areas  Requiring  Environmental  Evaluations 

No  areas  identified  in  the  Remedial  Investigation  as  requiring 
changed  in  size. 


That  Have  Expanded  in  Size 
environmental  evaluation  have 


4.2  Additional  Areas  Identified  by  the  CERFA  Investigation 


The  new  environmental  concerns  described  below  are  identified  through  the  CERCLA 
investigation.  These  new  environmental  concerns  were  associated  with  CERCLA-related 
environmental  issues  and  identified  through  on-site  inspections,  personnel  interviews,  and  record 
searches.  These  environmental  concerns  were  not  investigated  during  any  Remedial  Investigation 
activities  that  were  conducted  at  the  installation. 


4.2.1  Coke  Oven 

The  coke  oven  had  a  concrete-covered  pit  of  unknown  dimensions  located  next  to  it.  According 
to  the  caretaker,  the  pit  was  used  as  a  burning  pad.  Transformer  oil  was  poured  onto  copper 
wire  to  bum  off  the  insulation  covering  the  copper.  It  is  unknown  whether  the  transformer  oil 
contained  any  PCBs.  The  concrete  pad  is  still  present  and  the  pit  is  not  accessible. 


4.2.2  Downed  Utility  Poles  with  Transformers 


During  the  visual  inspection  a  downed  utility  pole  was  noted.  The  soil  under  and  around  the 
broken  transformer  was  blackened  and  bare  of  vegetation.  The  caretaker  said  there  were 
numerous  such  sites  throughout  the  BRAC  property  and  identified  their  location  on  a  map. 
None  of  the  transformers  had  been  tested  for  PCB  contamination.  A  total  of  27  sites  were 
identified,  all  located  within  the  southern  section  of  the  General  Services  Administration  Area 
except  for  one  located  in  the  smokeless  powder  manufacturing  area.  These  sites  were  assigned 
a  number  that  corresponds  to  the  closest  building  and  are  listed  below. 

★  7 08 A:  Three  utilities  poles  are  located  north  of  Building  708A. 


703E:  Two  utility  poles  are  located  along  the  northwest  portion  of  Building 
703E. 


703A:  Two  utility  poles  are  located  along  the  southwest  portion  of  Building  703 A 
and  one  at  the  southeast  comer. 


2240:  Eight  utility  poles  are  located  south  of  Building  2240  (which  is  titled 
PURCH’D  POWER). 

2170:  One  utility  pole  is  located  near  the  southeast  comer  of  Building  2170  with 
two  more  located  south  of  the  building. 


704Y:  Three  utility  poles  are  located  north  of  Building  704Y,  one  directly  north 
and  two  northeast. 
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★  7  17 A:  Two  utility  poles  are  located  along  the  northeast  portion  of  Building 
111  A,  and  one  is  located  southwest  of  the  building. 

★  715C:  One  utility  pole  is  located  off  the  southeast  comer  of  Building  715C. 

★  227D:  One  utility  pole  is  located  north  of  Building  227D,  in  the  smokeless 
powder  manufacturing  area. 

4.2.3  Gas  Stations 

One  gas  station  listed  in  the  Inventory  of  Military  Real  Property  was  located  in  the  BRAC 
property.  Building  724E  is  described  as  a  gas  station  without  a  building  (i.e.,  pump  stations). 
The  only  information  available  stated  that  the  underground  storage  tanks  were  installed  in  1942. 
According  to  the  caretaker  all  underground  storage  tanks  have  since  been  removed. 

4.2.4  Transformer  Storage  Buildings 

According  to  the  caretaker  it  is  likely  that  transformers  were  at  one  time  stored  behind  Building 
2240,  an  instrument  shop.  There  was  no  evidence  of  stressed  vegetation  during  the  site 
inspection.  The  caretaker  also  reported  that  a  leaking  transformer  was  stored  in  Building  2180, 
part  of  the  Manhattan  Project  Area,  and  was  removed  in  1987.  When  demolition  activities 
began  in  Area  A  around  1973-1974,  the  contractor  stored  transformers  removed  from  Area  A 
in  Building  2180.  The  caretaker  stated  that  when  the  transformers  were  removed,  cleanup 
activities  by  the  contractor  consisted  of  throwing  absorbent  on  any  liquids  present.  Old 
transformers  stored  behind  Building  708 A  (a  cafeteria)  have  been  ransacked,  according  to  the 
caretaker.  This  location  is  close  to  the  base  boundary  where  a  highway  runs  close  by.  None 
of  these  transformers  had  been  tested  for  PCB  contamination. 

4.2.5  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

According  to  the  caretaker,  two  underground  storage  tanks  were  recently  removed,  one  near 
Building  302B  and  one  near  a  flammable  materials  storehouse,  Building  715C.  One  contained 
gasoline  and  the  other  contained  diesel  fuel;  they  each  had  a  capacity  of  12,000  gallons. 

4.2.6  Pesticide  Storage  Building 

Building  223B  was  reported  by  the  caretaker,  and  verified  in  the  Environmental  Survey,  to  have 
stored  fertilizers  and  pesticides.  It  was  leased  out  approximately  20  years  ago  by  the  Parker 
Fertilizer  Company  in  Sylacoga,  Alabama,  for  storage.  As  of  1991  the  building  was  cleaned 
out  when  demolition  activities  began  at  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  There  were  no 
reported  releases. 

4.3  Adjacent  and  Surrounding  Properties 

Land  use  surrounding  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  primarily  recreational,  industrial, 
or  undeveloped.  Residences  are  buffered  from  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  by  other 
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industry  or  extensive  undeveloped  or  wooded  areas.  Three  farms  border  the  installation  and  a 
small  residential  community  lies  several  thousand  feet  southeast  of  it,  next  to  Talladega  Creek; 
an  estimated  40  residents  live  within  1  to  2  miles.  The  property  is  surrounded  as  follows: 

★  North:  A  small  industrial  park,  owned  by  Talladega  County,  lies  north  of  the 
installation.  A  wastewater  pump  and  filter  station  are  located  in  this  area.  The 
Beaunit  Corporation  was  at  one  time  located  in  this  industrial  park. 

★  South:  A  paper  plant,  located  on  land  south  of  the  site,  is  owned  by  Kimberly 
Clark.  The  leaseback  area  is  also  located  here. 

★  East:  The  McDonald  Land  Company  is  conducting  wildlife  management  and 
research  on  the  property  (formerly  Area  A)  and  plans  to  leave  it  undeveloped. 

★  West:  West  of  the  site  flows  the  Coosa  River,  which  is  bordered  by  a  golf  course 
owned  by  Kimberly  Clark. 

4.3.1  Existing  or  Potential  Pathways  of  Contamination  Migration 

Topographic  and  hydrogeological  information  for  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  BRAC 
property  provided  in  existing  environmental  documents  was  reviewed  to  assess  potential 
contamination  migration  pathways  onto  the  property  from  adjacent  properties.  This  information 
was  used  in  combination  with  data  on  potential  contamination  sources  on  adjacent  and 
surrounding  property  to  determine  if  there  were  any  existing  or  potential  environmental  impacts 
on  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  BRAC  property  from  offsite  sources.  Contamination 
source  data  were  obtained  through  record  searches,  review  of  existing  environmental  reports, 
personnel  interviews,  and  property  site  visits.  The  result  of  these  adjacent  and  surrounding 
property  evaluations  are  described  below. 

Potential  pathways  of  contamination  onto  the  BRAC  property  are  from  stormwater  runoff  and 
groundwater  migration.  Drainage  onto  the  BRAC  property  occurs  in  several  locations.  The 
Crossover  Ditch,  collects  and  discharges  into  the  Coosa  River  approximately  25  percent  of  the 
surface  waters  on  or  adjacent  to  the  BRAC  property.  Potential  contaminants  from  adjacent 
properties  include  Kimberly  Clark’s  power  plant  coal  pile,  sanitary  landfill,  all  large  industrial 
water  reservoir.  In  general,  groundwater  flow  onto  the  BRAC  property  is  from  the  north  and 
west.  The  direction  of  groundwater  flow  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  from  the 
topographically  higher  areas  in  the  northeast  portion  of  the  parcel  toward  the  Coosa  River  to  the 
west  and  the  Talladega  Creek  to  the  southeast.  A  steep  groundwater  gradient  slopes  from  the 
upland  areas  to  the  lowland  areas  where  the  groundwater  flow  is  divided  by  the  Coosa  River  and 
Talladega  Creek. 

4.3.2  Environmental  Concerns  from  Adjacent  and  Surrounding  Properties 

To  identify  potential  offsite  contamination  sources  for  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 
facility,  a  records  search  of  Federal  and  State  data  bases  (see  Section  2.2)  was  conducted.  The 
results  of  this  search  are  provided  in  Appendix  B.  The  search  indicated  the  following: 


0406. RPT 


4-18 


★ 


Property  formerly  known  as  Area  A  is  included  on  the  National  Priorities  List. 
No  other  National  Priorities  List  sites  are  within  a  2.75-mile  radius. 


★  The  Beaunit  Corporation,  which  lies  in  the  industrial  park  north  of  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant,  went  out  of  business  in  1972.  The  area  is  currently 
under  CERCLA  review.  No  other  information  is  available  concerning  the 
Beaunit  Corporation. 


★  Wesley  Industries,  Inc.,  also  in  the  industrial  park,  is  a  RCRA  generator  and  is 
required  to  submit  air  emissions  reports. 


★  No  hazardous  spills  were  reported  within  the  zip  code  area  of  the  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant. 


★  The  Kimberly  Clark  Corporation,  is  a  RCRA  generator,  has  a  National  Pollution 
Discharge  Elimination  System  permit  for  release  to  surface  water,  and  is  required 
to  submit  air  emissions  reports.  According  to  the  Alabama  Army  Ammunition 
Plant  caretaker,  violations  of  the  National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System 
have  occurred  over  the  years. 


In  addition  to  the  data  base  search  completed  for  the  installation,  adjacent  property  visual  site 
inspections  and  owner/operator  interviews  were  also  conducted.  During  the  site  inspection,  there 
was  no  visible  evidence  of  adjacent  property  operations  that  represented  a  potential 
contamination  migration  source. 

4.4  Related  Environmental,  Hazards,  and  Safety  Issues 


Military  installations  frequently  contain  issues  that  the  USAEC  believes  fall  outside  of  the 
provisions  of  CERFA.  For  example,  while  a  release  of  lead-based  paint  onto  the  ground  may 
be  a  CERCLA  concern,  the  application  of  lead-based  paint  to  a  building  surface  generally  is  not. 
However,  lead-based  paint  applied  to  buildings  may  represent  a  safety  hazard  to  young  children. 
Similarly,  other  substances  or  materials  commonly  applied  to  or  found  in  buildings  (for  example, 
radon  and  asbestos)  may  not  be  explicitly  regulated  under  CERCLA,  but  may  require  that 
potential  transferees  and  lessees  be  notified  of  their  presence. 


USAEC  has  sought  to  balance  the  statutory  requirements  of  CERFA  with  the  law’s  intent  to 
identify  for  the  public  uncontaminated  property  that  can  be  expeditiously  reused.  Notice  has 
been  provided  for  parcels  that  appear  to  be  uncontaminated  under  the  definition  provided  in 
CERFA,  but  which  may  contain  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues.  Buildings  that  contain 
asbestos-containing  materials,  lead-based  paint,  or  naturally  occurring  radon  fall  into  this 
category  and  are  identified  as  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers  in  this  CERFA  Report.  Parcels 
that  contain  stored  (not  in  use)  equipment  containing  some  level  of  PCB  oil,  stored  low  level 
radionuclide-containing  equipment  such  as  dials  and  weapon  site  posts,  and  unexploded  ordnance 
are  also  designated  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers. 


0406.RFT 


4-19 


In  those  cases  where,  for  example,  asbestos  or  PCBs  have  been  disposed  in  the  environment, 
the  parcel  has  been  identified  as  CERFA  Disqualified.  In  this  example,  the  designation  indicates 
that  a  CERCLA  hazard  may  exist  at  this  location.  The  following  discussion  addresses  the 
presence  of  asbestos-containing  material,  lead-based  paint,  PCB  storage,  radon,  unexploded 
ordnance,  and  radionuclides. 


4.4.1  Asbestos 

A  plant-wide  asbestos  survey  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  Environmental  Survey.  Buddings 
with  asbestos-containing  material,  i.e. ,  the  majority  of  buildings  in  the  BRAC  property,  have 
been  or  are  scheduled  for  demolition. 


Overhead  Streamline :  An  overhead  steamline,  listed  as  502A  in  the  Inventory  of  Military  Real 
Property,  was  noted  throughout  various  areas  of  the  BRAC  property.  The  steamline,  constructed 
in  1942  and  insulated  with  asbestos-containing  material,  covered  approximately  9,372  linear  feet. 
How  much  steamline  is  located  in  the  BRAC  property  is  unknown.  Portions  of  the  steamline 
have  been  tom  down  and  the  asbestos  covering  has  been  left  on  the  ground  surface,  according 
to  numerous  documents  and  the  caretaker.  What  remains  of  the  steamline  is  scheduled  to  be 
removed.  No  maps  are  available  showing  the  location  of  the  steamline. 


Buildings-.  The  Environmental  Survey  identified  asbestos-containing  buildings,  which  were  not 
included  in  any  of  the  study  areas;  they  are  listed  below.  They  have  all  been  or  are  scheduled 
for  demolition.  For  those  buildings  still  standing,  the  asbestos-containing  material  will  be 
removed  from  the  building  and  disposed  of  offsite  prior  to  demolition. 


Buildings  223C,  223E,  223F,  223G,  and  223H,  all  storage  buddings,  had 
asbestos  hanging  from  outside  overhead  pipe.  These  buildings  are  scheduled  for 
demolition. 


Building  2403,  which  contained  heavy  equipment,  had  asbestos-covered  pipe  in 
the  northwest  comer  only.  This  building  is  scheduled  for  demolition. 

Building  111  A,  a  supply  shop,  had  an  asbestos-covered  pipe  running  throughout 
the  building.  This  building  is  scheduled  for  demolition. 

Building  707H  had  friable  asbestos  throughout  much  of  the  area.  This  building 
was  demolished  prior  to  the  site  visit. 

Building  703E  had  asbestos  peeling  and  falling  from  pipes.  This  building  was 
demolished  prior  to  the  site  visit. 

Building  708 A  had  friable  asbestos  exposed  on  pipes.  This  building  was 
consumed  in  a  fire  in  November  1993  during  asbestos  removal  operations. 


The  basement  of  Building  2140  was  used  as  a  disposal  site  for  asbestos-containing 
material  waste  generated  during  demolition  activities  in  the  1970’ s,  according  to 
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the  caretaker.  The  building  was  later  demolished  and  the  basement  was  topped 
with  concrete  with  the  asbestos-containing  material  still  present. 

4.4.2  Lead-based  Paint 

No  lead-based  paint  survey  of  buildings  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  was  conducted 
because  only  one  building  will  remain  on  the  BRAC  property  after  demolition  activities  are 
complete.  Building  702A,  originally  the  post  headquarters,  is  currently  being  used  as  an  office 
by  the  caretaker.  This  is  the  only  building  in  the  BRAC  property  not  scheduled  for  demolition. 
Because  it  was  built  in  1942,  it  is  assumed  that  it  contains  lead-based  paint. 

4.4.3  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls 

In-use  transformers  that  contain  PCBs  but  that  are  not  leaking  were  not  considered  in  the 
CERFA  investigation.  Leaking  transformers  were  considered  and  27  were  identified  on  BRAC 
property. 

4.4.4  Radon 

A  radon  survey  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  buildings  was  not  conducted.  All  but  one 
of  the  buildings  in  the  BRAC  property  have  been  demolished  or  are  scheduled  for  demolition. 

4.4.5  Unexploded  Ordnance 

There  is  no  history  of  unexploded  ordnance  on  BRAC  property.  According  to  available 
information,  all  activities  involving  unexploded  ordnance  occurred  in  Area  A. 

4.4.6  Radionuclides 

A  radiation  study  conducted  in  1991  confirmed  that  no  radioactive  contamination  remained  in 
the  five  buildings  in  the  Manhattan  Project  Area. 

4.5  Remediation  Efforts 

Several  actions  have  been  undertaken  at  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  to  remediate  areas 
of  potential  threat  to  human  health  and  the  environment.  These  actions  include  the  removal  or 
containment  of  contaminants  as  listed  below. 

Asbestos:  Asbestos  abatement  efforts  coincide  with  demolition  activities.  Prior  to  demolition 
of  a  building,  the  asbestos  is  removed  and  disposed  of  offsite. 

Aboveground  Storage  Tanks:  According  to  the  caretaker,  before  1980  the  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant  had  approximately  2,000  aboveground  storage  tanks  during  active  operation 
of  the  entire  plant.  These  have  all  been  removed  and  there  is  no  information  available  that 
identifies  the  former  location  of  these  tanks. 
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Underground  Storage  Tanks:  There  are  no  underground  storage  tanks  in  the  BRAC  property 
according  to  the  caretaker.  A  large  number  of  underground  storage  tanks  were  removed  in  the 
late  1960’s  and  early  1970’s  when  building  demolition  began.  No  records  show  the  former 
location  of  the  underground  storage  tanks. 

Transformers:  The  transformers  stored  in  Buildings  2240  and  2180  have  been  removed. 

4.6  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels 

CERFA-Excluded  Parcels  consist  of  those  parcels  to  be  retained  by  the  Army  or  other 
Department  of  Defense  agency  or  property  that  will  be  transferred  to  another  Federal  agency 
with  restrictions  by  statute.  At  present,  the  Army  does  not  have  plans  to  retain  any  portion  of 
Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant. 


5.0  Site  Parcelization 


After  reviewing  investigation  documents,  regulatory  records,  personnel  interviews,  and  visual 
inspections,  TETC  identified  parcels  on  the  installation  as  CERFA  Parcels,  CERFA  Parcels  with 
Qualifiers,  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels,  or  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels  in  accordance  with  the 
definitions  in  Section  1.2.  The  parcels  are  delineated  on  a  map  of  the  BRAC  portion  of  the 
installation  using  a  1-acre  square  grid  for  boundary  definition.  The  Army  chose  a  1-acre  grid 
system  to  aid  in  the  presentation  of  data  gathered  during  the  CERFA  Report  investigation,  and 
to  facilitate  use  of  the  document  by  reuse  groups  and  others.  The  1-acre  grid  provided  a 
consistent  method  to  report  and  locate  environmental  or  other  concerns.  In  the  many  cases 
where  the  concerns  are  much  smaller  than  1-acre,  the  grid  system  simplifies  the  depiction  of 
the  concern.  Accordingly,  the  areal  extent  of  many  small  areas  of  concern,  such  as  underground 
storage  tank  sites,  are  liberally  depicted  in  the  CERFA  Report.  Additionally,  the  1-acre  grid 
size  was  chosen  as  a  generally  redevelopable  parcel  size  for  either  industrial  or  residential  uses. 
However,  the  grid  does  not  drive  reuse  or  restrict  it.  Reuse  decisions  should  be  made 
irrespective  of  the  grid.  The  entire  1-acre  grid  square  is  colored  or  shaded  to  indicate  the 
applicable  parcel  category  on  the  basis  of  the  history  of  storage  or  release  for  any  portion  of  that 
square.  Parcels  are  labelled  according  to  a  system  outlined  in  Section  1.2  of  this  report  to 
indicate  the  applicable  parcel  category  and  the  contaminating  circumstances.  Parcel  labels  are 
connected  to  the  respective  parcel  boundaries  by  a  line  or  are  located  within  the  parcel 
boundaries. 

Where  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  and  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers  have  coincided,  the 
overlapped  area  has  been  designated  CERFA  Disqualified.  Labels  for  any  such  overlapped 
parcels  also  indicate  the  presence  of  the  qualifying  hazards.  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels  have 
been  excluded  from  this  investigation  of  contaminant  locations  and  therefore  do  not  overlap  with 
CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  or  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  Structures  within  CERFA 
Disqualified  Parcels  that  contain  qualifying  safety  hazards  are  designated  with  the  applicable 
qualifying  label,  where  map  scale  permits  this  level  of  detail. 

TETC’s  investigation  and  subsequent  parcelization  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 
determined  that  approximately  1 ,279  acres  of  the  facility  fall  within  the  CERFA  Parcel  category. 
Approximately  6  acres  of  the  facility  are  categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  Nine 
hundred  and  two  (902)  acres  constitute  the  CERFA  Disqualified  portion  of  the  installation.  The 
CERFA  Parcels  are  located  predominantly  in  the  northwest  and  southeast  portions  of  the 
installation. 

In  determining  the  applicable  parcel  categories  for  the  installation  property,  TETC  observed 
the  following  guidelines  provided  by  USAEC  for  specific  circumstances: 

★  Buildings  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  assumed  to  contain  lead-based  paint.  A 
similar  assumption  is  made  for  asbestos  in  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1985. 


★  Storage  of  petroleum  products,  petroleum  derivatives,  and  CERCLA-regulated 
hazardous  substances  will  prevent  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel  as 
long  as  that  storage  is  for  one  year  or  longer.  The  quantity  of  substances  stored 
is  not  relevant  to  determining  the  applicable  parcel  category.  However,  if  the 
operation  requiring  such  substances  is  in  the  immediate  area,  and  the  storage  is 
in  limited  quantities  for  immediate  use,  the  area  is  not  precluded  from  being  a 
CERFA  Parcel. 

★  Nonleaking  equipment  containing  less  than  50  parts  per  million  PCBs  does  not 
preclude  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel.  Nonleaking,  out-of-service 
equipment  with  greater  than  50  parts  per  million  PCBs  will  place  an  area  in  the 
CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifier  category.  An  area  is  designated  CERFA 
Disqualified  if  there  is  a  known  release  containing  greater  than  50  parts  per 
million  PCBs. 

★  Areas  where  there  are  transport  systems  or  equipment  that  handle  hazardous 
substances  or  petroleum  products  and  on  which  there  has  been  no  release, 
storage,  or  disposal  of  these  substances  are  categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels. 

★  Ordnance  disposal  locations  are  designated  CERFA  Disqualified.  This  does  not 
include  ordnance  impact  areas  that  are  designated  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers. 

★  Routine  pesticide  and  herbicide  application  in  accordance  with  manufacturer  s 
directions  and  chlorofluorocarbons  and  halon  in  operational  systems  do  not 
preclude  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel. 

★  Coal  storage  piles  and  railroad  tracks  do  not  automatically  preclude  an  area  from 
becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel. 

State  and  Federal  (where  applicable)  comments  on  the  draft  CERFA  Report  were  incorporated 
into  the  final  CERFA  Report.  These  comments  are  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

5.1  Parcel  Designation  Maps 

Table  5-1  and  Figure  5-1  identify  the  breakdown  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  property 
according  to  the  criteria  for  parcel  identification  under  CERFA.  Appendix  D  contains  the  data 
base  from  which  Table  5-1  and  Figure  5-1  are  generated. 

5.2  Tract  Map 

The  property  boundaries  and  all  property  transfers  including  prior  ownership  information  is 
shown  in  Figure  5-2. 

5.3  Summary  CERFA  Maps 

Figure  5-3  summarizes  the  breakdown  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  property  according 
to  the  criteria  for  parcel  identification  under  CERFA. 
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TABLE  5-1.  Parcel  Descriptions,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 
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FIGURE  5-1 

Parcel  Designation  Map,  Alabama 
Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Alabama 
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APPENDIX  A 
Reference  List  for 
Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 


Document 

Date 

Source 

1.  Installation  Assessment  of  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Report  No.  130 

May  1978 

TBD 

2.  Environmental  Survey,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Final  Report 

July  1981 

USAEC 

3.  Building  Inspection,  Sampling,  and  Analysis  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant, 
Leaseback  Area 

September  1981 

Library 

4.  Phase  II  -  Industrial  Area  Groundwater  Report  Alabama  Army  Ammunition 

Plant,  Final  Report 

November  1981 

USEPA 

5.  Confirmatory  Environmental  Survey,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Final 
Report 

June  1983 

USAEC 

6.  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  Remedial  Investigation,  Final  Report 

July  1986 

USAEC 

7.  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  Endangerment  Assessment  Final  Report 

February  1987 

USEPA 

8.  Preliminaiy  Natural  Resource  Survey,  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant 
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ERIIS  DISCLAIMER 


The  information  contained  in  this  report  has  been  obtained  from  publicly 
available  sources  and  other  secondary  sources  of  information  produced  by 
entities  other  than  Environmental  Risk  Information  &  Imaging  Services 
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therefrom.  The  data  provided  hereunder  neither  purports  to  be  nor 
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MAKES  NO  REPRESENTATIONS  OR  WARRANTIES  OF  ANY  KIND,  INCLUDING, 
BUT  NOT  LIMITED  TO,  THE  WARRANTIES  OF  FITNESS  FOR  A  PARTICULAR 
PURPOSE  OF  MERCHANTABILITY,  NOR  ANY  SUCH  REPRESENTATIONS  OR 
WARRANTIES  TO  BE  IMPLIED  WITH  RESPECT  TO  THE  DATA  FURNISHED, 
AND  ERIIS  ASSUMES  NO  RESPONSIBILITY  WITH  RESPECT  TO  CUSTOMER'S, 
ITS  EMPLOYEES',  CLIENTS',  OR  CUSTOMERS’  USE  THEREOF.  ERIIS  SHALL 
NOT  BE  LIABLE  FOR  ANY  SPECIAL,  CONSEQUENTIAL,  OR  EXEMPLARY 
DAMAGES  RESULTING,  IN  WHOLE  OR  IN  PART,  FROM  CUSTOMER’S  USE 
OF  THE  DATA.  Liability  on  the  part  of  the  Environmental  Risk  Information  & 
Imaging  Services  (ERIIS)  is  limited  to  the  monetary  value  paid  for  this 
report.  The  report  is  valid  only  for  the  geographical  parameters  specified 
on  the  cover  page  of  this  report,  and  any  alteration  or  deviation  from  this 
description  will  require  a  new  report.  This  report  does  not  constitute  a 
legal  opinion. 
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STATE:  AL 

LATITUDE:  33.342013 
LONGITUDE:  -86.323749 

ZIP  CODES  SEARCHED:  35078  35044  35160  35014 


RADIUS  REPORTED  SITES 
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RADIUS 

IMLESl 

Property 

Propertv-1  /1 6  1/16-1/2 

U2A 

>1 

ZIP  CODE 

CITY/COUNTY 

TOTAL 

SITES 

NPL 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

CERCLIS 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

8 

TRI 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

RCRIS_TS 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

i 

RCRIS_LG 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

5 

RCRIS_SG 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

0 

9 

DOCKET 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ERNS 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

3 

9 

FINDS 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44 

0 

44 

NUCLEAR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

0 

0 

0 

OPENDUMP 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

0 

0 

0 

UST 

2.750 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

147 

0 

147 

LANDFILL 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

0 

0 

223 

22 

245 

Selection  of  PROPERTY  records  requires  an  accurate  street  address  in  the  ERIIS  job  order. 

ZIP  CODE  and  CITY/COUNTY  sites  are  not  radius  reportable  due  to  insufficient  and/or  inaccurate  addresses  reported  by 
federal/state  agency.  These  sites  are  reported  within  the  study  site  zip  code(s)  and/or  city/county  and  may  be  within 
the  study  site  radius.  These  sites  require  further  investigation  to  accurately  assess  proximity  to  the  study  site. 

.A  blank  radius  count  indicates  that  the  database  was  not  searched  by  this  radius  per  client  instructions. 

'NR  in  a  radius  or  zip  code  count  indicates  that  the  database  cannot  be  reported  by  this  search  criteria  due  to  insufficient 
and/or  inaccurate  addresses  reported  by  a  federal/state  agency. 


State  data  in  paper  format  is  sorted  using  the  most  specific  secondary  search  criteria  available  (zip  code,  city,  or  county). 


ERIIS  Report  Overview 


The  ERIIS  Report  consists  of  five  (5)  basic  sections: 

*  Digital  Custom  Plotted  Map  *  Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Map(s) 

*  Database  Records  *  Topographical  Map 

*  Statistical  Profile 

Digital  Custom  Map 

Each  site-specific  Digital  Custom  Map  is  plotted  using  U.S.  Census  TIGER 
Files.  The  cross  in  the  center  of  the  map  represents  the  study  site.  The 
red  circle  represents  the  study  radius,  usually  one  mile.  Reported 
federal/state  hazardous  waste  and  toxic  chemical  sites  are  plotted  on  the 
map  and  are  easily  distinguished  by  different  symbols. 


Statistical  Profile 

The  Statistical  Profile  is  an  at-a-glance  numeric  summary  of  the  data 
included  in  the  ERIIS  Report. 

Database  Records 

This  section  presents  detailed  federal  and  state  database  information  for 
each  site  within  the  study  radius.  Sites  are  easily  located  on  the  digital 
map  by  using  the  number  in  the  MAP  ID  column  of  the  report. 

Note:  Many  of  the  sites  reported  in  federal/state  databases  cannot  be 
plotted  due  to  inaccurate  or  incomplete  addresses  (e.g.,  number, 

street  name  with  no  number).  Still,  they  are  potentially  within  the  study 
radius.  ERIIS  reports  these  sites  using  progressively  broader  search 
criteria  to  ensure  that  all  potentially  relevant  hazardous  sites  are 
included  Alfzip  codes  within  and  intersected  by  the  study  radius  are 
searched,  as  well  as  records  that  simply  report  the  relevant  city  or 
county.  Where  applicable,  federal  and  state  database  information  is 

further  subdivided. 

Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Maps 

ERIIS  has  assembled  a  collection  of  Historical  Sanborn  Fire  'rnstu[f  rt 

coverinq  14,000  cities  and  towns.  In  some  cases,  however,  the  ERIIS  Report 
w°n Include  a  i notice  that  no  maps  were  found.  This  notice  should  serve  as 
evidence  of  due  diligence. 

Topographic  Map 

ERIIS  provides  a  topographic  map  with  each  report  which  accurately  depicts 
the  natural  and  man-made  features  of  the  land.  The  shape  and  elevation  o 
the  terrain  are  represented  by  contour  lines  and  specific  features,  such  as 
roads  towns,  and  vegetation,  are  portrayed  by  map  symbols  and  colo.rs- 
Standard  topographic  maps  are  produced  at  a  1 :24,000  scale,  or  one  inch 

represents  2000  feet. 
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SITE  INFORMATION 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IV 

345  COURTLAND  STREET.  N.E- 
ATLANTA.  GEORGIA  30365 


Commander 

Attn:  Mr.  Rich  Isaac 


mnfm 


U.S.  Army  Environmental  Center 
Building  4480-EA 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland  21010-5401 


RE:  CERFA  REPORT,  AAAP 


Dear  Mr.  Isaac 


Following  are  the  EPA  comments  derived  from  the  review  of  the 
Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report 
dated  November  15,  1993. 

General  Comments. 


1.  Should  this  report  be  called  an  Environmental  Baseline  Survey 
(BBS)  instead  of  a  CERFA  Report.  My  reading  of  the  DoD  guidance 
does  not  mention  any  document  named  a  CERFA  Report,  but  does 
identify  a  BBS. 

2.  It  ia  very  unclear  front  reading  the  subject  report  if  the 
entire  base  is  the  subject  of  the  report  or  is  the  report  only  on 
one  of  the  areas,  A  or  B.  This  discrepancy  exists  through  the 
entire  report  and  will  be  brought  forward  again  as  a  comment  only 
if  the  occurrence  is  noted.  However,  the  entire  report  should  be 
reviewed  by  the  contractor  for  these  discrepancies  prior  to  re- 
submittal  to  EPA. 


3 •  It  is  likewise  unclear  if  any  portion  of  the  "leaseback"  area 
1®  included  in  the  report,  or  should  be  included  in  the  report. 

If  the  army  is  the  owner  of  the  property,  should  not  the 
leaseback  portion  be  included  in  the  report? 

4.  The  report  is  vague  through  out  as  to  what  exactly  is  the 
property  known  as  AAAP.  Are  we  talking  about  the  entire  base  or  a 
specific  area?  If  the  report  is  addressing  only  one  area  then  to 
be  sure,  the  adjoining  area  should  be  fully  addressed  as  an 
"adjacent  property"  in  the  appropriate  sections.  The  entire 
report  should  be  scoured  for  this  discrepancy. 

5 .  There  is  only  one  passing  comment  concerning  the  removal  of 

from  Area  A  and  the  deposition  of  that  soil  on  Area  B.  This 
removal  and  pending  incineration  should  be  elaborated  upon  to 
seme  extent  In  this  report. 
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6.  There  ±8  only  one  mention  oftlie  tornado  :that  destroyed  the 
stockpile  soil  storage  building’.* -K:’ Some  elaboration  on  this  event 
is  warranted.  The  discussion  should  include  'some  discussion  of 
the  resulting  contaminated  soil;Ldispersion.v :  7 ' 

7.  The  reference  list(  Apperidiat'^A)"  :is  a  very  good  list.  Is  this 
list  a  complete  compendium  vb£  ali  yf ability  environmental  reports? 
I  would  suggest  that  this;  list  reports  beused  as  a  starting 
point  in  insuring  completeness  of  the  Administrative  Record. 

8.  The  maps  included  in  this  report  are  very  hard  to  read 
virtually  uninformative .  All  maps  need  to  be  upgraded  and  the 
area  of  interest  clearly  identified. 

9.  The  logic  for  scouring  the  base  to  look  for  additional  areas 
of  contamination,  apart  from  the  known  areas,  needs  to  be 
presented.  It  is  the  BBS  report  that  is  the  vehicle  that  allows 
the  Army  to  dispose  of  uncontaminated  areas.  The  methodology 
utilized  by  the  contractor  needs  to  be  understood  and  accepted  by 
the  regulatory  community. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS. 


1.  Section  1.1,  second  paragraph,  last  sentence; 

Is  the  statement  concerning  enhanced  PAs  in  conflict  with  the 
statement  at  Section  2.1,  1st  paragraph,  last  sentence? 

2.  Section  l.l,  page  1-2,  1st  paragraph,  last  sentences 
Does  the  report  discuss  AAAP,  Area  A  Area  or  what? 

3.  Section  1.2  1st  paragraph: 

Are  these  definitions  directly  quoted  from  the  amendments ?  The 
source  of  these  definitions  should  be  cited.  -  Are  they  DoD  wide 
or  Army  wide  or  peculiar  to  thislinBtallatiqn? 

4.  Section  1.2  3rd  bullet: 

In  the  definition  of"  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel",  the  term 
6vid£nc8 "  is  used.  Just  exactly  what  constitutes  evidence? 

Are  we  talking  about  a  past  report  with  sampling,  or  are  we 
talking  about  a  report  from  a  previous  employee? 


5 .  Section  1.3: 

This  section  is  ripe  with  references  to  AAAP.  Should  be 

changed  to  Area  specific  nomenclature? 


I.  \ 
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6 .  Section  2 . 0  r  1st  paragraph  ri5;  -V?  5 
Another  reference  to  AAAP 


.!  1 


7,  Section  2.1: 
Were  "enhanced 
Section  1 


anced  PA' s "  done  for  this  ^facility  ap  suggested  at 

.lr  2nd  paragraphs  : See :spdeif ie  comment  1. 

;.a  :!  >.  \  .•>  rv. 

8.  Section  2.4.2: 

If  the  report  does  not  address  the  entire  facility,  the  other 
an  adjoining  property  .^'Regardless ,  the  Leaseback  area 
should  be  addressed  at  this  point1 in ! the  report.  Other 
references  to  the  leaseback  area  should  be  included  as 
appropriate . 

9 .  Section  3.2: 

Should  the  tornado  and  the  stockpiled  soil  removal  be  discussed 
in  this  section?  If  not,  why  not? 

|  * 

10.  Section  4.1,  1st  paragraph: 

What  is  meant  by  the  term  "BRAC  Parcel  at  AAAP"  in  this  sentence? 

11.  Section  4.1,  1st  paragraph: 

™  identified  early  in  the  process?  Why 

than  a  Parcel  of  property  where  someone 
stated  that  they  knew  of  something  hazardous  disposed,  but  at 
tftis  time  no  sampling  or  other  investigation  has  been  conducted 
to  confirm  or  deny  the  allegation? 

Hi  ?®otion  4.1,  page  4-9,  1st  paragraph: 
f on,  J**  disposition  of  the  burial  trench 
allegation  should  be  made  at  this  point  or  subsequent  in  rh» 

the  second  paragraph  of  this  same  discussion,  there 
he  burial  «>ls  the  sene  location  es 

4,1/  page  4.g,  paragraph,  last  sentence: 

Something  is  wrong  with  this  sentence. 

14.  Section4 . 1,  page  4-10  4th  paragraph: 

^  the  Beaunit  Company  used  some  portion  of 
tne  property  for  acid  disposal.  Was  this  Army  property?  Did  the 
Army  give  permission  for  this  activity?  is  there  any  of  the 

0008  th®  Arany  lntend  to  approach  this  area 
0t?er  contaminated  portion  of  the  facility? 

Please  elaborate  at  some  length  on  this  issue.  J 


*{£/ jo  i  . 


t  ;:-i  15  • 

•  ’  l^-r>  A  : 
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15.  Section  4.1,  page  4-11  5th  paragraph:  , 

This  section  is  discussing  the  Lead  Facility,  and  this  paragraph 
uses  the  term  "Rifle  Powder  Finishing  Area".  ';;: 

16.  Section  4.1,  page  4-13,  last  paragraph: 

Are  lead  batteries  still  oh  the  surface  of  the  ground  at  this 
area?  •••"•'  •.  :  “  •• 

17.  Section  4.2:  pi*-*-'*  f ; 

This  portion  of  the  report  deserves  some  attention. 

Specifically,  some  explanation -of ’the  methodology  or  logic  or 
procedure  used  to  scour  the  entire  remainder  -of  the  facility  for 
dirty  parcels  should  be  put  forth.  The  exact  procedure  should  be 
presented. 

18.  Section  4,3: 

This  section  should  contain  a  full  discussion  of  the  Beaunit 
Company  (disposal  pits)  and  the  leaseback  area  (drainage).  These 
are  real  properties  with  real  potential  for.  contamination  of  the 
area  being  discussed  in  this  report.  See  Gereral  Comment  #  9. 

19.  Section  4; 3.1: 

Should  this  section  address  potential  areas  where  contamination 
from  the  operation  of  the  Army  facility  has  or  could  impact 
adjoining  property? 

20.  Section  4.3.1,  1st  bullet: 

If  the  report  is  to  address  only  Area  A,  the  Area  B  is  an 
adjoining  property  on  the  NFL. 

21.  Section  4.3.1,  2nd  bullet:  .. 

The  impact  of  the  operations  of  the  Beaunit  Company  on  Army 
Property  was  put  forth  earlier  in  the  report.  Should  this  be 
mentioned  here  also?  . 

22.  Section  4.3.1,  3rd  bullet: 

The  impact  from  ongoing  operations  at  Kimberly  Clark  (leaseback 
area)  should  be  addressed  somewhere  in  the  report  and  also 
mentioned  at  this  location. 

23.  Section  4.6,  page  4-21: 

What  is  meant  by  the  term  "CERFA  excluded,  BRAC  parcel"? 


.  \  ^ 
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24.  Section  4.6,  page  4-21; 

CRSA  probably  refers  to  the  Coosa  River  Storage  Annex,  All 
references  to  the  parent  ddciunOiit  shduld  have  been  removed  from 
this  report  prior  to  suhmittal  -  I 

25.  Section  4.7,  page  4-21; 

The  first  sentence  begins  with  , "Any  1-acre  parcel...",  what  is 
Implied  by  this  term?  'C  :ss;. 

26.  Section  4.9,  page  4-21; 

The  first  sentence  in  this  section  is  somewhat  unclear.* 

Based  on  these  comments,  the  EPA  can  not  concur  with  this  report 
as  written. 

Should  you  have  any  comments  or  need  additional  information. 
Please  contact  me  at  404-347-3016.  If  your  support  contractor 
has  questions  concerning  these  comments  I  am  available  for 
consultation. 


Sincerely , _ 

- 

Bart  Reedy 

Senior  Remedial  Project  Manager 
cc:  C.H.  Cox,  ADEM 
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ALABAMA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  MANAGEMENT 


James  w.  war rt  Director 


Jim  Folsom 
Governor 


Mailing  Address: 
PO  BOX  301463 
MONTGOMERY  AL 
36130*1463 


Physical  Address: 
1751  Cong.  W.  L. 
Dickinson  Drive 
Montgomery,  AL 
36100-2608 

(205  )  271 -7700 
FAX  270-5612 


March  9,  1994 


Department  of  the  Army 

U.S.  Army  Environmental  Center 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland  21010-5401 

ATTN:  Richard  Isaac 


RE:  Alabama  Army  Ammunition  Plant  (ALAAP) 

Community  Environmental  Response  Facility  Act  <CERFA>  Report 

Dear  Mr.  Isaac: 


We  have  reviewed  The  Community  Environmental  Response  Facility  Action 
Report  for  ALAAP  and  would  like  to  offer  ADEM's  comment: 


110  Vulcan  Road 
^temingham,  AL 
^Bd9-4702 

942-6168 
FAX  041-1603 


400  Well  Street 
P.O.Box  953 
Decatur,AL 
35602-0953 
(205)353-1713 
FAX  340-9359 


ADEM  does  no  concur  with  Table  5-1,  which  Is  a  classification  of 
parcels.  This  non-concurrance  Is  based  upon  the  fact  that  It  Is 
premature  to  make  such  classifications.  It  Is  our  understanding  The 
Army  Is  In  final  negotiations  with  a  contractor  to  do  further  Area 
"B"  Investigations  for  a  supplemental  RI,  which  will  include  27  more 
wells,  collection  of  surface  soil  samples,  and  soil  borings. 
Without  the  benefit  of  this  Information,  ADEM  defers  our 
concurrences. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (205)  260-2785. 


2204  Perimeter  Road 
Mobile.  AL 
36615-1131 
(205)450-3400 
FAX  479*2503 


Sincerely, 


C.H.  Cox 

Special  Projects 


CHC/sps 

cc:  Bart  Reedy,  EPA 
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ftliABAMA  ARMY  AMMUNITION  PLANT  (ALAAP) 
COMMUNITY  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESPONSE  FACILITATION  ACT 

DRAFT  REPORT 

RESPONSE  TO  SPA  REGION  XV  COMMENTS 
1  APRIL  1994 


(CERFA) 


1.  The  U.S.  Army  Environmental  Center  (USAEC)  appreciates  the 
effort  of  Environmental  protection  Agency  (EPA)  Region  IV  and  the 
State  of  Alabama  Department  of  Environmental  Management  (ADEM)  in 
reviewing  and  commenting  on  the  CERFA  reports  for  ALAAP.  We 
provided  this  report  for  review  and  concurrence,  in  accordance  with 
Public  Law  102-426  (CERFA).  we  are  pleased  to  provide  the 
following  responses  to  both  EPA  Region  and  ADEM  comments.  Army 
responses  are  provided  in  bold  print . 


2.  EPA  Region  IV  General  Comments: 

a.  EPA  Comment  1:  Should  this  report  be  called  an 
Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS)  instead  of  a  CERFA  Report.  My 
DOD  guidance  does  not  mention  any  document  named  a  CERFA  Report, 
but  does  identify  a  EBS. 


Army  Response:  Clarification.  DoD  states  that  the  CERFA 
analysis  shall  be  based  on  an  EBS;  DoD  does  not  indicate  what  the 
CERFA  analysis  i.e. ,  the  report,  should  be  called.  The  Army 
believes  the  report  is  properly  called  a  CERFA  Report. 


b.  EPA  Comment  2:  It  is  very  unclear  from  reading  the 
subject  report  if  the  entire  base  is  the  subject  of  the  report  of 
is  the  report  only  on  one  of  the  areas,  A  or  B.  This  discrepancy 
exists  throughout  the  entire  report  and  will  be  brought  forward  as 
a  comment  only  if  the  occurrence  in  noted.  However  the  entire 
report  should  be  reviewed  by  the  contractor  for  these  discrepancies 
prior  to  re- submittal  to  EPA. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  CERFA  Report  is  based  on  Area  B. 
Area  A  and  the  Leaseback  Area  shall  be  defined  as  an  adjacent 
property.  A  clearer  definition  of  what  the  CERFA  parcel  includes 
has  been  added  to  the  Executive  Summary.  All  discrepancies  shall 
be  corrected  throughout  the  Report. 


c.  EPA  Comment  3:  It  is  likewise  unclear  if  any  portion  of 

the  "Leaseback"  area  is  included  in  the  report,  or  should  be 
included  in  the  report.  If  the  Army  is  the  owner  of  the  property, 
should  not  the  leaseback  portion  be  included  in  the  report? 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  Leaseback  Area  is  an  Adjacent 

Property.  Section  2.2.2  and  4.3  has  been  revised  to  better  define 
Leaseback  as  an  Adjacent  Property. 
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a.  EPA  co-ant  4=  The  report  i^ga  ™hout  as^o 

what  exactly  is  the  property  S  If  the  report  is  addressing 

the  entire  base  or  a  specxfic  area?  rep^  ^  Xy 

only  one  area  th®^°  Property"  in  the  appropriate  sections. 

for  the  discrepancy. 

Army  Response:  Con?“'  nSalTpacUity 

Area  Ay  Leaseback  Area,  Beauni  definition  of  what 

are  defined  as  an  -.^f^ERFA  Report  Has  been  added  to  the 

-ssrasssa. -  — « 

throughout  the  Report* 

e.  EPA  Comment  5. 

S°!  s^on^eaT^is  r^ovalandpending  incineration  should 
be  elaborated  upon  to  extent  in  this  rep 

—  a  i  Via  p  been  revised  to  better 

Arary  Responses  aieSoition  of  the  Area  A  (Study  Areas 

elaborate  the  movement  and  disposition 
12  s"*  D)  explosive  contaminated  sons. 

f.  SPA  comment  6:  There  is  only «  *  ™ '^UdiM?  ““s-S 

that  destroyed  the  stoclqpile  bo >11  9  Additionally,  some 

elaboration  on  this  event  disoersion  should  be  put  forth, 

discussion  of  the  contaminated  soil  dispersion  v 

Army  Response,  concur.  Section 3.* 

ssr^srssaassara xssxss.- 

»■ , s'crs-iSi^s ““  <?=“> » 

very  good  list  '  1  w^d  s^gest  that  this  list  of  reports 

bf  usITas  a  sSng  point  injuring  completeness  of  the 
Administrative  Record. 

--tiem  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge 
Army  Responses  Clarifl cai t  *  vJronmental  reports  produced 
Appendix  A  is  a  complete  list  of  all  wiviroma  ptarting  point 

to*  ALAAP.  The  list  of  reports  shall  be  usee  as  a  » 
for  the  Administrative  Record. 

h.  EPA  Comment  8:  The  Ml^ps  neeT to&be 

SSSfS  rthf  a^r&rSTd4ntff  ied  f 

Vana  been  modified  to  more  clearly 

ident^XVl S-tiST  JS  of  —  and  surface  drainag.. 
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i.  EPA  Comment  9:  The  logic  for  scouring  the  base  to  look 
for  additional  areas  of  contamination  apart  from  the  known  areas 
needs  to  be  presented.  It  is  the  EBS  report  that  is  the  vehicle 
that  allows  the  Army  to  dispose  of  uncontaminated  areas.  The 
methodology  utilized  by  the  contractor  needs  to  be  understood  and 
accepted  by  the  regulatory  community. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  CERFA  Report  for  ALAAP  is  based 
on  the  same  Investigative  protocol  as  an  EBS.  Section  2.0  has  been 
modified  to  discuss  the  methodology  of  how  the  contractor  obtained 
the  data.  Section  5.0  has  been  modified  to  discuss  how  the  data 
was  utilized  in  the  determination  of  a  CERFA  category. 


3.  EPA  Specific  Comments. 

a.  EPA  Comment  1:  Section  1.1,  second  paragraph,  last 

sentence;  Is  the  statement  concerning  enhanced  PAs  in  conflict 
with  the  statement  at  Section  2.1,  1st  paragraph,  last  sentence. 

A xay  Response:  Concur.  Last  sentence  in  section  1.1,  second 

paragraph  has  been  deleted. 


b.  EPA  Comment  2;  Section  1.1,  page  1-2,  1st  paragraph, 
last  sentence:  Does  the  report  discuss  ALAAP,  Area  A  or  What. 

Army  Response :  Concur.  The  CERFA  report  has  been  modified 
to  address  only  Area  B  as  the  ALAAP  property  evaluated  under  CERFA 
(also  see  Army  response  to  EPA' s  General  Comment  2,3,4). 

c.  EPA  Comment  3:  Section  1.2,  1st  paragraph;  Are  these 
definitions  directly  quoted  from  the  amendments?  The  source  of 
these  definitions  should  be  cited.  Are  they  DOD  wide  or  Army  wide 
or  peculiar  to  this  installation. 

Army  Response:  Clarification,  The  definitions  presented  are 
not  quotes  from  the  amendments.  The  definitions  were  developed  by 
USAEC  and  are  currently  being  utilized  by  Army  BRAC  Facilities 
requiring  CERFA  evaluation.  Section  1.2  has  been  modified  to 
better  describe  each  parcel  designation  designator  and  to  identify 
the  source  of  the  definitions. 

d.  EPA  Comment  4:  Section  1.2,  3rd  bullet:  In  the 
definition  of  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel  the  term  "evidence"  is 
used.  Just  exactly  what  constitutes  evidence?  Are  we  talking 
about  past  report  with  sampling,  or  are  we  talking  about  a  report 
from  previous  employee? 

Army  Response:  Clarification.  The  term  "evidence"  refers  to 
either  written  or  verbal  conclusive  information  gathered  during  the 
seven  step  investigative  process  found  in  the  CERFA  law  which  can 
be  used  in  the  designation  of  parcels  pursuant  to  CERFA. 
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e.  EPA  Comment  5:  Section  1.3:  This  section  is  ripe 

references  to  ALAAP.  Should  this  be  change  to  Area  specific 
nomenclature? 


Army  Responses  Concur.  The  CERFA  report  has  been  modified 
to  address  only  Area  B  as  the  ALAAP  real  property  evaluated 
pursuant  to  CERFA  (also  see  Army  response  to  EPA's  General  Comment 
2,3,4) . 


f.  EPA  Comment  6: 
reference  to  ALAAP. 


Section  2.0,  1st  paragraph:  Another 


Army  Responses  Concur.  The  CERFA  report  has  been  modified 
to  address  only  Area  B  as  the  ALAAP  property  being  evaluated  under 
CERFA  (also  see  Army  response  to  EPA's  General  Comment  2,3,4) . 


g.  EPA  Comment  7:  Section  2.1:  Were  ‘'enhanced  PAs"  done 
for  thiB  facility  as  suggested  at  Section  1.1,  2nd  paragraph.  See 
specific  comment  1. 

Army  Responses  Concur.  Enhanced  PAs  were  not  completed  at 
ALAAP  -  References  to  an  Enhanced  PAs  at  ALAAP  have  been  deleted. 


h.  EPA  Comment  8:  Section  2.4.2;  If  the  report  does  not 
address  the  entire  facility,  the  other  area  is  “adjoining 
property.  Regardless,  the  Leaseback  Area  should  be  addressed  at 
this  point  in  the  report.  Other  references  to  the  leaseback  area 
should  be  included  as  appropriate. 

Army  Responses  Concur.  The  Leaseback  Area  is  considered  as 
an  Adjacent  Property.  Section  2.4.2  and  4.3  has  been  changed  to 
better  define  the  Leaseback  as  an  Adjacent  Property. 


i .  epa  Comments  9 :  Section  3.2:  .  Should  the  tornado  and 
the  stockpiled  soil  removal  be  discussed  m  this  section?  If  not, 
why  not? 


Army  Responses 
reguested. 


Concur.  Section  3.2  has  been  modified  as 


j.  EPA  Comment  10:  Section  4.1, 

meant  by  the  term  "BRAC  Parcel  at  ALAAP" 


1st  paragraph:  What  is 

in  this  sentence? 


Army  Responses  Concur.  The  term  BRAC  Parcel  has  been 
deleted  throughout  the  report  and  replaced  with  BRAC  Property. 


k.  EPA  Comment  11:  Section  4.1,  1st  paragraph:  Are 
"AREEs"  areas  that  were  identified  early  on  in  the  process.  wny 
are  they  different  than  a  parcel  of  property  where  someone  stated 
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that  they  knew  of  something  hazardous  disposed,  and  at  this  time  no 
sampling  or  other  investigation  has  been  conducted  to  confirm  or 
deny  the  allegation? 

Army  Response:  Concur,  The  tern  AREEs  has  been  deleted 
throughout  the  report  and  replaced  with  Additional  Areas 
Identified.  These  areas  are  in  addition  to  areas  of  concern 
previously  known  to  the  CERFA  investigation. 

1.  EPA  Comment  12:  Section  4.1,  page  4-9,  1st  paragraph: 
Some  indication  of  the  disposition  of  the  burial  trench  allegation 
should  be  made  at  this  point  or  subsequent  in  the  report.  In  the 
second  paragraph  of  this  same  discussion,  reference  to  the  burial 
pits.  Is  this  the  same  location  as  discussed  above. 

Army  Responses  Concur.  The  burial  trenches  and  the  burial 
pit  area b  axe  one  in  the  same.  The  report  has  been  modified  to 
describe  this  site  as  the  Burial  Trenches  Area. 


m.  EPA  Comment  13:  Section  4.1,  page  4-9,  paragraph,  last 

sentence:  Something  is  wrong  with  this  sentence. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  sentence  has  been  revised. 


n  EPA  Comment  14:  Section  4.1,  page  4-10,  4th  paragraph: 
A  statement  is  made  that  the  Beaunit  Company  used  some  portion  of 
the  property  for  acid  disposal.  Was  this  Army  Property?  Did  the 
Army  give  pemission  for  this  activity?  Is  there  any  of  the 
material  remaining?  Does  the  Army  intend  to  approach  this  area  as 
it  would  any  other  contaminated  portion  of  the  facility?  Please 
elaborate  at  some  length  on  this  issue. 

Army  Response:  Clarification.  Beaunit  Mills  Company  leased 
Army  property  for  the  purpose  of  producing  rayon  fabric.  In  the 
process  of  making  the  fabric,  acid,  cellulose  and  organic  materials 
were  generated.  The  acid,  cellulose  and  organic  wastes  generated 
from  the  process  was  disposed  of  in  three  out  of  the  five  settling 
basins  .  The  settling  basins  were  designed  and  installed  by  the 
Army,  however,  they  were  never  used  by  the  Army.  The  Army  has 
initiated  action  to  investigate  this  site  as  part  of  the  Inclusive 
RI/7S  to  begin  this  summer.  To  better  characterize  this  site 
monitoring  wells  and  surface  soil  s  asp  ling  will  be  taken. 


o.  EPA  Comment  15:  Section  4.1,  page  4-11,  5th  paragraph: 

This  section  is  discussing  the  Lead  Facility,  and  the  paragraph 
uses  the  term  "Rifle  Powder  Finishing  Area. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  This  paragraph  has  been  corrected  to 
reflect  the  Lead  Facility. 
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p.  BP A  Comment  16s  Section  4^1.  page gro^’rt^this 

Are  lead  batteries  still  on  tne  suriace  ut  a 

area? 

imnr  Besponse:  Clarification.  Tea,  coaling  wan  conducted  In 
1989  andno  elevated  levels  of  contamination  was  found. 


O  epa  o— V  17:  Section  4.2:  This  portion  of  the 

repor?-dese^BCs°rnattention  •  SPecificaUy. 

feLi^fol^e^c^ty  fo^T^s  &S? »  P*  -rth. 
The  exact  procedure  should  be  presented. 

Arwy  Response:  Concur v  See  Army  Response  2.1 

r  EPA  Comment  18.  Section  4.3:  Th^,  se«ion  should 

contain  a  full  discussion  of  the  Beaunit  Company  ('Sispocal  prtsK 
Kimberly  Clark  and  the  Leaseback  Area  (drainage)  These  a 
properties  with  real  potential  for  contamination  of  the  area  being 

discussed  in  this  report * 

Army  Besponse.  Concur.  Section  4  3.1  toa 
addressdrainage  and  migration  pathways  onto  Area  B  ALAAP 
above  mentioned  sites# 

«  EPA  Comment  19:  Section  4.3.1:  Should  this  section 

address  potential  areas  where  . 

the  Army  Facility  has  or  could  be  impacted  from  acrjoi  g  p  y 

Section  4.3.1  has  been  revised  to 
«my  Eesponnet  Cw  *.*.  that  may 

address  drainage  and  migration  patnways  1 
impact  adjoining  properties. 

t-  epa  Comment  20:  Section  4.3.1/  1st  bullet.  ^ 

report'  ia  July  passing  Area  B.  the  Area  A  is  an  Ad^ornrng 

property  on  the  NPL. 

Area  ^ *£££?«• 

32**2  S?£2.ssr - 

been  reviaed  to  include  Axaa  A  as  an  Adjacent  Property. 


u .  EPA  comment  21 :  section  4.3.1,  2nd  bullet :  Thejmpact 

puttforth>^^^Uin0thehreportri^hc^crthiBnbe1i^rtiOT»^:h^etalso? 


Army  Response :  Concur . 
revised  to  include  the  impact 
on  Area  B  ALAAP. 


Section  4.3.1,  2nd  bullet  has  been 
of  Beaunit  Mills  Company  operations 
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v  EPA  Comment  22:  Section  4.3.1,  3rd  bullet:  The  impact 

from  ongoing  operations  at  Kimberly  Clark  {Leaseback  ) 
be  addressed  somewhere  in  the  report  and  also  mentioned  at  this 

location. 

any  Response*  Concur.  Section  4.3.1,  3rd  bullet  bjsbssn 
revieedto  include  tbe  intact  ol  the  Leaseback  Area  and  Kimberly 
Clark  on  Area  B  ALAAF. 


W.  EPA  Comment  23:  Section  4.6,  page  4-21:  What  is  meant 

by  the  term  ” CERFA  excluded,  BRAG  Parcel"? 

Army  Response*  Clarification,  CERFA  Excluded,  BRItf  Parcel 
rtr  cSSJ  Excluded  Parcel  is  defined  as  a  portion  of  the 

installation  real  property  retained  by  tJfdD®^t^^A°  a  Srfa 
and  therefore  not  explicitly  investigated  for  CERFA.  A  CE™ 
Excluded  Parcel  also  includes  any  portions  of  the  : installation 
which  have  already  been  transferred  by  deed  to  a 

federal  government,  or  by  transfer  assembly  to  another  federal 
agency* 


x.  EPA  Comment  24:  Section  4.6,  page  4-21:  CRSA  probably 

irefeifs  to  fclie  Coosa  River  Storage 

Amy  Response*  Concur.  CRSA  has  been  changed  to  read  ALAAP. 


y.  EPA  Comment  25:  Section  4.7, 
sentence  begins  with  "Any  l-acre  parcel., 
the  term? 


page  4-21;  The  first 
What  is  implied  by 


Armv  Responses  Clarification.  The  Army  chose  a  one-acre 

grid  to  aid  in  the  presentation  of  data  reuse 

report  preparation,  and  to  facilitate  use  of  the  document  by  reuse 

groups  and  others.  The  one-acre  parcel  si*e  was 

generally  redevelopable  parcel  size  for  either  industrial  or 

residential  uses.  However,  the  grid  does  ^f—^ective^of  the 
restrict  it?  reuse  decisions  should  be  made  irrespective  of  the 

grid. 

z.  EPA  Comment  26:  Section  4.9,  page  4-21*  The  first 

sentence  in  this  section  is  somewhat  unclear. 

Army  Response*  Concur.  Section  4.9  has  been  deleted. 


4.  EPA  Overall  Comment: 

a.  EPA  Comment  1.  Based  on  these  comments,  the  EPA  can  not 
concur  with  this  report  as  written. 

Army  Response*  The  Army  cover  letter  transmitting  the  CERFA 
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report  indicated  that  the  "^t^^  pureui^  'concurrSt 

transmittal  letter  indicated  ttat  ^id  be 

review*  of  the  report ,  and  tha  ,  t  *1^draft  o£  this  report,  the 
corrected,  is  there  will  be  no  intertt  oraxt  i,  tte 

next  r*p°**j  tOIf ollcwing  ^TOur  revi«  of  tteTrmy-s  response, 

££  ^  Final  CERFA  Report  for  1U». 


5.  State  of  Alabama  Comment*. 

Tablea*5  iStthichf  is  a^ir*clas si f icat ion  T parcels^  “tSE* 
concurrence  is  bases 

such  classification  with  a  co  hi  h  will  include  27  more 

investigations  for  a  supplemental  RI,  v*ich  will  n  t 

wells,  collection  of  surface  B8°lif(SSS.',  MEM  defers  our 
Without  the  benefit  of  this  information,  ^ 

concurrences . 

Army  Response:  ££rSST?7 

Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERF)  qu  102-426)  to  determine 

step  process  (a.  ^i^ce  of^cont^tion which  would 

whether  or  not  there  is  any  evidence  -uncontaminated" .  The 

preclude  a  parcel  from  ^ei^S  .  le  information  in  completing 

Army's  contractors  sought  all  a  clear  in  this  regards 

this  process.  The  Army  believes  the  law  “  ^a±B  3  for 

if  the  7  step  protocol  failed  x  to  “lllow  a 

disqualification  of  *  P  '  Th  army  would  ask  you  reconsider 

on  the  requirement  to 

obtain  compliance  with  CERFA. 
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Detailed  Data  Base,  Alabama  Army 
Ammunition  Plant,  Alabama 
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ASBESTOS-CONTAINING  MATERIAL 


LOCATION 

REMEDIATION 

APPENDIX  A 

LOCATION 

STATUS  COMMENTS 

OR  MITIGATION 

REFERENCED) 

Building  223C 

Y 

2 

Building  223E 

Y 

2 

Building  223F 

Y 

2 

Building  223G 

Y 

2 

Building  223H 

Y 

2 

Building  2403 

Y 

2 

Building  703E 

Y 

2 

Building  707H 

Y 

2 

Building  708A 

Y 

2 

Building  717A 

Y 

2 

STATUS=Y  -  ASBESTOS  CONTAINING  MATERIAL  PRESENT 
STATUS=P-  POSSIBLE  ASBESTOS  CONTAINING  MATERIAL  PRESENT 


Records  printed:  10 
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LEAD-BASED  PAINT 


LOCATION 

LOCATION  STATUS  COMMENTS 

Building  702A  P 

YEAR 

BUILT 

1942 

REMEDIATION 

OR  MITIGATION 

APPENDIX  A 

REFERENCED) 

27,28,29 

STATUS=Y  -LEAD-BASED  PAINT  PRESENT 

STATUS=P  -  POSSIBLE  LEAD-BASED  PAINT  PRESENT 

Records  printed:  1 
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Z  PS 

fcci  td  oc 

£  to 


a 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

<s 

<s 

<N 

<N 

<N 

(N 

°i> 

r-* 

<N 

t*^ 

<N 

<N 

CN 

<N 

<N 

«N 

<N 

<N 

CQ  OQ  CQ 

Sou 

Ph  Oh  Oh 


OQ  OQ  CD  CQ  OQ 

8  8  o  y  y 

Ph  Oh  Ph  Ph  Ph 


^  O  4*^  T2 

#55  *S  *S  ’5%  #S  #S  *S  *S  o  n  ^  ?5  o 


*o  Jb  S  ©  o  «fc  i-  © 
c/3  O  ^  c/3  w  O  Sc/3 


s  s 

D  & 


,S2sl 

s  l  li  j 


£>  Is*  -fc*  £j*  .1?  .1?  .■{?  g> 

3  3  3  *3  3  3  ■•£  —  *S 

dddpddd  li 

’S'S'S’S'S'S'So^.s 

Pc/iPcrtPt/lPtflpCOpWpWOr^SrtS 

M  M  ^  w  M  ?  «  f  u  ji  ffg  S 

O  b?  O  7s  O  7?  O  7^  o  o  O  o  O  o  O  <D  J2  H 


o  *0  o  o  P  o  j?  3  5  o  S  ©5  o  2  o  P  o  o  w  ^  h 
OQ  ’’Q  03  Ph  Q  Ph  O  Ph  C3  Ph  C3  Ph  Q  Ph  O  Ph  O  Ph  O  Ph  O  t”*  2  ^ 


8  | 

^  <!  H 

J  §?£ 

Ills 

w  X<  55  a 

PU  O)  P3  < 


>H  >-. 


'3  *S3  ’ss  53  3  3  D  53 

03PQ03P3CQPQCQCQ 


g  W)  g 
iS  c  5 
75  3  £* 

ill  2 


z 

§2 
2  £ 
H  < 

*£ 

O  H 

W  u 

S  s 
*  es 
o 

551 


§ 


C 

a 
z 
W  M 
g-  ftl 

3 


<N 


<N 


CS 

*— I 

VO 

ri 


H 

H 

SC 

< 

P 

o 


p 

u 

as 

2 

CO 

« 

P 

col 


eg 

S 

1 

2 


§ 

1 


on 

P 


I 


w 

I 

JJ 

Z 

£ 


O 

1 

o 


is 

Z 


<N 

fS 

«— < 

i—H 

VO 

vO 

VO 

•O 

*rT 

*rT 

<N 

CN 

CN 

<S 

CS 

CS 

»*- 1 

VO" 

vcT 

VO* 

*rT 

»o 

vq^ 

•rT 

CN 

<N 

<N 

<N 

V) 

O 

to 

£ 

% 


i 

s 


£ 


G 

N 

<jf  wT 

O  v 
to  §< 

3  & 

o  9 

'€  *3 


5  eo 

|H 
2  ^ 


o 

t? 

jj 

V5 

< 


03 

s 


2 
o'  </i 

ll 

I  S3  S3 

H  **3  Vi  *r3 

•ti  3  O  03 

ZB  £  S 

^  2  £  2 

>$P  g  J2  g 

w  S  <  2 

-  **  -r  ** 

z  £  z 


£  z 


O 

In 

CO 

e 

in 

O 

u 

I 

g 

c> 

2 

§ 

cn 

< 

J 

S 

2 

« 

2  o 

vf 

g" 

p 

s « 

.2 

CO 

s 

o 

tfl 

2  "3 

s  < 

1 

O 

II 

II 

s 

i 

p* 

SB 

Ch  — 

In 

Ln 

n-»  w 

z  c 

2 

2  2 

2  3 

W; 


co 

Z  H 

o  as 

e  w 

H  s 

OS 

o  o 

P  u 


G 

I 

£ 

I 

I 


O 

C/3 


G 

P 


a  o  * 

.5  «S  2  _ 

*C  ’g  G  !>  O 
W  W  IZ3  Jz  W 


si 

in 


2£ss£ 

■o  s  «  a  o 


&  o 
G  CO 
CO  Ph 


*G  T3 
5  (L> 

tn,  ft' 


H  8  u.  a  .  _ 

.5  <2  2  *2  <2  2  — 

*0  t3  cc  *03  *3  ee  *G 
P  G  ^  P  G  5  O 


C/3  C/3 


XJ 

O 


00  co 


w  CT 

2g<$ 

So  Sa  vi 
^  VI 

«  §  2 

QhSu 


j  jg 

1  ill  S'^  2 

CO  P  p,  2  pH  0$  00 


COI 

p 

H 

i 


>-  >« 


•8  *5  xs 

I  i| 

T3  ^  Li 


>-  >* 


& 

§ 

s 

Q 

•a 

(2 

is  2 

I  £ 

S  f. 

oa  & 


4 

1 

a  £• 

“  3 

£ 

2  £  " 

c  ^ 

CO 
CO 


CU 

G 

2 


1  3 


P 

&D 

1 

CO 

Vh 

5 

S>  G 
*G  ’55 
p  i5 

n 


STATUS=Y  -  SUBSTANCE  PRESENT 
STATUS=P  -  POSSIBLE  SUBSTANCE  PRESENT 


